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Fish  and  wildlife  resource  related  aspects  of  the  Allegheny  Lake  project,  which 
is  located  on  the  Allegheny  River  in  northwestern  Pennsylvania  and  southwestern 
New  York,  were  initially  described  in  an  August,  1958  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(FWS)  report.  Information  presented  in  this  detailed  FWS  report  was  used 
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report  and  May  9,  1961  FWS  substantiating  report. 

As  delineated  by  the  FWS,  the  immediate  project  ^pact  area  comprised  a  total 
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(1,365  ft)  and  Included  approximately  7,905  ha  (19,533  ac)  of  land  and  665  ha 
(1,642  ac)  of  water.  Fishery  resources  were  expected  to  be  affected  over  an 
additional  105  km  (65  ml)  of  the  Allegheny  River  below  the  dam  as  a  result  of 
alteration  of  stream  flow  and  temperature  regimes  associated  with  project  opera¬ 
tion. 

Project  lands  were  almost  equally  divided  between  Pennsylvania  and  New  York. 
Project  lands  purchased  in  Pennsylvania,  subsequently  were  transferred  by  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (CE)  to  the  U.S.  Forest  Service (USFS)  and  con¬ 
solidated  with  the  contiguous  Allegheny  National  Forest  to  form  a  single  manage¬ 
ment  unit  designated  as  the  Allegheny  Reservoir  Composite  which  currently  is 
managed  by  the  USFS.  Lands  suitable  for  wildlife  in  New  York  were  situated 
almost  entirely  within  the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation. 

The  FWS  predicted  that  the  total  number  of  hunter  man-days  spent  on  the  project 
impact  area  would  decline  severely  with  the  project  in  place.  The  most  severe 
reduction  in  hunting  effort  was  predicted  to  occur  in  the  Pennsylvania  portion, 
particularly  for  white-tailed  deer.  However,  the  FVS  predicted  that  the  addi¬ 
tional  hunting  effort  expected  from  improved  hunter  access  planned  for  con¬ 
tiguous  areas  of  the  Allegheny  National  Forest  in  Pennsylvania,  would  fully 
compensate  the  loss  of  hunter  man-days  incurred  in  the  Pennsylvania  sector.  An 
analysis  of  available  post-project  hunter  use  data  (both  hunting  license  sale 
and  deer  harvest  statistics)  tended  to  verify  the  validity  of  this  FWS  predic¬ 
tion. 

The  FWS  prediction  that  hunting  effort  in  the  New  York  sector  would  decline  with 
the  project  in  place  was  not  supported  by  post-project  observations.  Based  on 
hunting  license  sales  within  the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation,  estimated  average 
annual  hunter  man-day  use  in  post-project  years  was  almost  four  times  greater 
than  predicted  by  the  FWS. 

The  FWS  recommended  that  the  temperature  of  water  discharge  from  the  proposed 
Kinzua  Dam  be  regulated  to  provide  for  a  trout  fishery  in  the  Allegheny  River 
tailwater  in  spite  of  a  specific  request  by  the  Pennsylvania  Fish  Commission 
(PFC)  for  discharge  temperatures  appropriate  for  maintaining  the  pre-project 
smallmouth  bass  fishery.  However,  the  CE  subsequently  implemented  post-project 
water  discharge  regimes  designed  to  duplicate  natural  pre-project  river  tempera¬ 
tures  downstream,  in-so-far  as  possible,  in  conformity  with  the  PFC  request. 

Post- impoundment  creel  survey  estimates  and  investigations  conducted  by  the  PFC 
and  FWS  indicate  water  quality,  fish  communities  and  fishing  pressure  in  the 
Allegheny  River  tailwater  have  not  been  adversely  affected  by  project  construc¬ 
tion. 

FWS  predictions  of  post-project  angler  man-day  use  of  Allegheny  Lake  have  proven 
to  be  overly  optimistic.  A  lakewide  creel  survey  conducted  by  Pennsylvania  State 
Jniversity  (PSU)  from  April  1,  1979  through  March  31,  1980,  indicated  that 
Allegheny  Lake  supported  less  than  20,000  man-days  of  angling  per  year,  or  some 
33  percent  less  than  the  minimum  FWS  report  prediction. 

The  authors  of  the  FWS  report  should  have  considered  a  much  smaller  and  more 
realistic  area  of  project  influence  (40  to  120  km  (25  to  75  mi)  driving 
distance)  —  as  representing  the  primary  source  of  potential  anglers  that  could 
be  reasonably  expected  to  frequent  the  project.  The  overly  optimistic  FWS 
angling  man-day  use  prediction  appeared  to  have  been  further  exacerbated  by  the 
failure  to  properly  assess  the  potential  angler  use  of  Allegheny  Lake  in 
relation  to  the  amount,  proximity  and  productivity  of  other  nearby  waters 
(Lake  Erie,  hundreds  of  Kilometers  (miles)  of  trout  streams,  etc.). 
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PREFACE 

This  document  was  prepared  bp  ateff  of  the  Sport  Fishing  Institute  for 
the  U.S.  A  nay  Corps  of  Bnglneers  (CE)  under  contract  number  DACWJ1-79- 
C-0005.  The  contract  requires  the  compilation  and  eowparlson  of  pre- 
end  post -construct ion  data  treating  fish  and  wildlife  for  twenty  sepa¬ 
rate  CE  water  development  projects.  This  report  presents  the  findings 
for  one  of  the  twenty  individual  project  evaluations. 

Upon  coup let ion  of  the  full  series  of  twenty  separate  studies,  a  final 
report  will  be  prepared  which  will  contain  an  analysis  of  the  validity 
of  the  predictive  procedures  used  in  fish  and  wildlife  planning,  and 
will  contain  recommendations  Cor  improving  the  planning  process. 

This  evaluation  of  the  adeeuacy  and  accuracy  of  flah  and  wildlife  plan¬ 
ning  for  the  Allegheny  Lake  project  in  Pennsylvania  was  aided  signi¬ 
ficantly  by  the  participation  and  active  cooperation  of  many  indivi¬ 
duals.  Thomas  If.  Fleeger  and  Joht:  F.  Ewers,  CE  personnel  located  at 
the  Allegheny  project  provided  post-impoundment  data  of  value  to  the 
study.  CE  personnel  in  the  Pittsburg  District  Office,  including 
Edward  Smith,  James  L.  Purdy  and  Michael  Koryak  supplied  many  useful 
documents  describing  both  pra- impoundment  and  post-impoundment  condi¬ 
tions.  Ed  Perry  at  the  State  College,  Pennsylvania  Office  of  the  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FW8)  provided  all  available  pre-construc¬ 
tion  planning  docuamnts. 
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FVS  fishery  scientist  John  K.  Anderson,  stefcioned  st  the  Allegheny 
Us tlons 1  Fish  Hatchary,  furnished  valuable  fishery  resource  informa¬ 
tion,  particularly  concerning  pro- impoundment  and  post -impoundment  fish 
communities.  Pro- impoundment  and  post-impoundment  license  sale  and 
white-tall  daar  hardest  data  was  supplied  by  Glen  W.  Bowers  and 
Kenneth  L.  Hess  of  the  Pennsylvania  Gaea  Commission  (PGC). 

Post-lnpoundesnt  hunting  pressure  estimates  and  data  concerning  white- 
tailed  deer  population  dynamics  were  furnished  by  wildlife  biologist 
Willlaa  Shops  of  the  PGC.  Project  lapact  area  visitation  and  hunting 
pressure  estiaates  were  furnished  by  H.S.  Forest  Service  personnel 
(USFS)  including  biologists  HuSsel  Hill  and  Phillip  D.  Weston. 

Wildlife  biologist  Terry  L.  Moore  and  fishery  biologist  Jams  Pomeroy, 
Hew  York  Department  of  Invironmntal  Conservation  supplied  helpful 
lnforaatlon  concerning  project  associated  post-impoundment  fish  and 
wildlife  mnageswnt  activities  in  New  York. 

Mr.  Berry  Snyder,  President  of  the  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians  cooperated 
in  furnishing  post -impoundment  fishing  and  hunting  license  sale  data 
for  the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation  in  Hew  York.  Gordon  Robertson, 
Northeast  Representative  with  the  Wildlife  Management  Institute  ac¬ 
companied  project  personnel  on  a  tour  of  the  Allegheny  project  and  re¬ 
viewed  the  draft  manuscript. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Location 

Alleghany  Lake  is  located  in  Northwestern  Pennsylvania  and  Southwestern 
New  York  within  a  half-days  travel  distance  of  five  large  urban  areas: 
Buffalo  and  Rochester,  New  York;  Erie  and  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania;  and 
Cleveland,  Ohio  (1).  Klnsua  Daw,  which  forws  the  lake,  is  located  on 
the  Allegheny  River  approximately  15.6  km  (9.7  wl)  upstream  from  Warren, 
Pennsylvania  and  319  ka  (198  mi)  above  the  confluence  of  the  Allegheny 
end  Monongahela  Rivers  at  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania  (Figure  I).  About 
two- thirds  of  Allegheny  Lake  at  maximum  summer  pool  elevation  is  loca¬ 
ted  within  the  Allegheny  Hatton* 1  Forest  located  in  Warren  end  McKean 
counties,  Pennsylvania  (2).  The  raamlnlng  one-third  of  the  lake  ex¬ 
tends  into  Cattaraugus  county.  New  York.  Almost  all  the  New  York  por¬ 
tion  of  the  lake  is  located  within  the  boundary  of  the  Allegany  Indian 
Reservation  of  the  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians  (3).  A  total  of  181,900 
persons  reside  in  the  three  counties  contiguous  to  the  lake  (1980  cen¬ 
sus). 

Authorisation 

The  Klnsua  Dam  and  Allegheny  Reservoir  project  was  authorised  by  Public 
Law  738,  7Ath  Congress,  approved  22  June,  1936  and  Public  Law  761,  75th 
Congress,  approved  28  June,  1938.  Public  Law  228,  77th  Congress,  ap¬ 
proved  18  August,  1961,  amended  the  preceding  acts  Mto  Include  the  Al¬ 
leghany  Reservoir  project  in  accordence  with  the  recommendation  of  the 
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Chief  of  Engineers  In  Bouse  Docuaent  Numbered  300,  Seventy-sixth  Con¬ 
gress,  first  session"  (4). 


The  project  ms  constructed  to  provide  flood  control  end  low  flow  aug- 
■entetlon.  Although  not  euthorlsed  project  purposes,  recreetlon  end 
hydro-electric  power  generstlon  functions  ere  eccowwodeted  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  feasible. 

Fhrslcel  Features 

Allegheny  Lake  covers  4,876.6  ha  (12,030  ee)  at  average  swser  conser¬ 
vation  pool  elevation  404.8  u  (1,328  ft)  Man  sea  level  (m1)  and  in¬ 
cludes  approxlMtely  43  ha  (27  ai)  of  the  original  Alleghany  Xiver  bed. 
Mariana  depth  Is  3f.6  a  (130  ft).  At  Mriana  flood  pool  elevation, 
4,131.1  a  (1,365  ft)  Ml,  the  surface  area  of  the  lake  increases  to 
8,570  ha  (21,  175  ac)  and  contain  a  total  water  volsaa  of  approxlMtely 
145,560  hoc  tare -Mters  (1,800,000  ae  feet).  The  five-year  flood  fre¬ 
quency  elevation  is  408.4  a  (1,340  ft)  Ml.  Land  acquisition  for  the 
Allegheny  project  began  late  in  1959.  Construction  of  the  dss  ms 
initiated  in  1961  end  couple ted  in  1965.  lap  mm  Anon t  began  in  1966. 

An  attoapt  is  Mda  to  Min  tala  the  lake  at  suMsr  conservation  pool 
elevation  beginning  in  May  and  continuing  into  July.  During  years  of 
average  precipitation,  the  lake  level  Is  gradually  loMred  in  July  and 
My  drop  2.9  a  (9,5  ft)  by  early  Septeaber  in  order  to  accoaaodate 
downstream  low-flow  augaentatlen  objectives.  Although  no  ferae 1  win¬ 
ter  conservation  peel  level  is  regularly  Mlntalned,  the  lake  My  be 


lomnd  m  much  u  12.2  ■  (40  ft)  by  Difiriir  to  provide  essential  Vin¬ 
ter  end  spring  flood  storage  capacity. 

The  ontlot  verbs  consist  of  8  sluices  through  the  dan.  6  at  invert  ele¬ 
vation  367.3  ■  (1,285  ft)  and  2  at  invert  elevation  396.2  n  (1,380  ft) 
vlth  their  inlets  protected  by  trash  racks.  The  sluices  ere  controlled 
by  5*8"  *  10 '8"  slide  gates  which  are  operated  hydraulically  from  with¬ 
in  the  dan.  The  upper  sluices  are  controlled  by  one  gate  each  and  the 
lover  sluices  are  controlled  by  one  service  and  one  onergency  gate  each. 
The  two  upper  sluices  are  used  prlnerily  during  the  late  spring  and 
sooner  non  the  in  order  to  provide  the  highest  possible  water  tempera - 
turn  released  to  the  tallwater. 

A  480,080  kw  capacity  power  station  is  located  lewd  lately  downstream 
from  the  south  abutasnt  of  the  dan.  The  power  station  is  operated 
jointly  by  the  Pennsylvania  Electric  Company  and  the  Cleveland  Electric 
Illuminating  Company.  The  facility  houses  two  reversible  turbines 
which  permits  pumping  water  from  Allegheny  Lake  during  weekends  and  at 
night  into  a  specially  constructed  40.7  ha  (100  ac)  storage  reservoir 
located  sene  243.8  n  (800  ft)  above  the  power-house.  During  peak-load 
periods,  the  water  stored  in  the  upper  reservoir  is  released  through 
the  reversible  units,  then  operating  as  turbines  and  generators  ,  to 
produce  electric  power.  After  passing  through  the  generators,  the  wa¬ 
ter  is  discharged  either  in  Allegheny  Keservolr  or  dlroctly  in  the  Al¬ 
legheny  Elver  below  the  dam  in  accordance  with  dewnstrean  river  flow 
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regulran >nt«  ••  detemined  by  ths  Cl. 

Cl  faa  ownership  of  land*  contiguous  to  Allaghany  Lake  la  Halted  to 
1.073  ha  (2(651  ae)  and  includes  only  one  stall  100  he  (246  sc)  parcel  in 
Pennsylvania  which  is  located  in  the  vicinity  of  Kin sue  Baa.  The  re- 
saining  portion  of  Allegany  Lake  in  Pennsylvania  lies  wholly  within  the 
Allegheny  National  Forest.  Most  of  the  property  peripheral  to  Allegheny 
Lake  in  New  York  is  owned  and  controlled  by  the  Seneca  Ration  of  Indiana 
(SRI)  as  part  of  the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation.  CE  land  ownership 
in  Raw  York  is  restricted  to  12  highly  scattered  tracts  ranging  in  else 
fron  0.3  to  259  ha  (1  to  640  ac).  Each  of  these  CE  owned  parcels  necks 
a  location  where  the  lake  level  at  full  peel  extends  beyond  the  Alle¬ 
gany  Indian  Reservation.  Through  a  license  Issued  by  the  CE  in  1976, 
administrative  control  of  seven  of  these  federally  owned  parcels,  to¬ 
talling  336.2  ha  (830.7  ac)  was  transferred  to  the  Allegany  State  Park 
and  Recreation  Conni salon.  Another  snail  144.5  ha  (357  ac)  tract  was 
leased  to  Cattaraugus  County,  Hew  York  in  May,  1976. 

Descriptive  Reports 

Pre-construction  lnfomatlon  related  to  planning,  including  fomsl  re¬ 
ports  and  pertinent  correspondence  as  well  as  selected  references  do¬ 
cumenting  continuing  lntoragency  coordination  following  project  con¬ 
struction,  were  obtained  during  field  visitations  to  the  Ecological 
Services  Branch  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  at  State 
College,  Pennsylvania  and  fron  tho  CE  District  Office  in  Pittsburg, 
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Pennsylvania.  Project  files  vers  also 
in  Washington ,  D.C. 


at  the  latlonal  Archives 


Poet-tap  oun  ihsnt  data  sere  obtained  freu  various  sources ,  including  the 
Pennsylvania  Cane  rnwnisaiou  (PGC),  the  Pennsylvania  Pish  Cesmissiou  (PTC), 
the  Dee  York  Department  of  Conservation  (MYDC),  the  0.8.  Pish  and  Wild¬ 
life  Service  (PWS).  and  the  U.8.  Forest  Service  (DSPS). 

Inf emotion  avallahle  prior  to  this  evaluation  uus  inauffleient  to  quan¬ 
tify  the  Allegheny  project-related  fishery  resources.  It  uns  necessary 
to  conduct  original  field,  studies  in  order  to  acquire  the  data  necessary 
to  enable  the  present  planning  analysis  to  proceed.  Under  terns  of  the 
prlno  contract,  a  subcontract  nus  awarded  to  The  Pennsylvania  State 
University  (PSU)  to  conduct  angler-use  surveys,  fish  conaunlty  analysis, 
and  United  water  quality  studies  at  Allegheny  lake.  The  investigations 
covered  the  period  April  1.  1979  -  Kerch  31.  1980.  Insults  were  inclu¬ 
ded  in  a  report  which  was  submitted  to  the  prine  contractor  in  June. 

1980. 
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WILDLIFE  RESULTS  AMD  DISCUSSION 


Wildlife  Rticurcgi  --  Pre- impoundment  Predictions 

An  August,  1958  report  prepered  by  the  U.S.  Fieh  end  Wildlife  Service 
(FWS)  titled  "A  Deteiled  Report  on  the  Fieh  end  Wildlife  Resources  in 
Reletion  to  the  Water  Development  Plen  for  the  Allegheny  River  Reser¬ 
voir,  Allegheny  River,  Pennsylvania  and  Mew  York"  (5)  contains  the 
first  substantive  reference  pertinent  to  the  wildlife  resourcee  of  the 
Allegheny  Lake  Project. 

Terrestrial  habitat  located  within  the  project  inpact  area,  as  des¬ 
cribed  in  the  1958  FWS  report,  amounted  to  a  total  of  7,905  ha  (19,533 
ac),  including  4,359  ha  (18,771  ac)  subject  to  permanent  inundation 
within  the  summer  conservation  pool;  944.6  ha  (2,334  ac)  within  the 
five-year  flood  frequency  pool;  and  2,681.4  ha  (6,428  ac)  within  the 
maximum  flood  pool. 

Approximately  31.6  percent  of  the  project  aree  was  forested  (28.4  per¬ 
cent  upland  woodland  and  11.2  percent  sweep  woodland).  Almost  two- 
thirds  of  the  wooded  upland  cover  was  located  below  the  maxiaaw  flood 
pool  in  e  nerrow  fringe  which  circumscribed  the  project  area.  The 
wooded  uplands  contiguous  to  the  site  are  described  as  northern 
herdwood-hemlock  forest  type.  The  remaining  areas  consisted  of  a 
well  interspersed  mix  of  brush  lands,  39  percent;  fens  land  (oil 
fields,  pesture,  cropland),  25  percent;  dwelling  sitea,  5.7  percent 


and  duaps,  sand  and  graval  pits;  9.2  parcanfc  (Tabla  1) 


Tha  August,  1958  TVS  report  also  Included  estimates  of  hunting  praaaura 
on  selected  days  for  white- tailed  dear  and  upland  game  species  on  pro* 
Jact  lands  for  selected  days  in  both  Pennsylvania  and  Hew  York  (Table 
2).  These  estimates  were  based  on  ear-counts  conducted  sporadically 
throughout  the  1957  hunting  season.  Although  these  data  provided  an  In¬ 
dication  of  seasonal  trends  in  hunting  pressure,  it  was  not  possible  to 
derive  valid  estismtes  of  total  hunting  pressure  on  project  lands  be¬ 
cause  of  the  sporadic  ear-count  schedule.  Estimates  of  the  number  of 
hunters  using  project  lands  in  Pennsylvania  (2,743)  was  almost  30  times 
greater  than  the  98  hunters  recorded  in  the  Hew  York  portion. 


The  August,  1958  PUS  report  emphasised  that  the  1957  hunter-use  survey 

did  not  provide  a  valid  assessment  of  the  actual  hunting  pressure  that 

occured  on  the  Hew  York  sector  of  project  lands,  vis: 

This  great  disparity  in  observed  hunting  pressure  between 
the  too  states  is  mis leading.  The  large  Observed  dif¬ 
ferential  is  almost  certainly  due  to  the  presence  of  the 
Allegany  Indian  Kesarvatloo  in  the  Hew  York  section. 

This  conclusion  is  supported  by  the  hunting  pressure,  com¬ 
parable  to  that  in  the  Pennsylvania  section  of  the  pro¬ 
ject,  which  is  known  to  exist  in  Allegany  State  Park  and 
other  portions  of  Cattaraugus  County  adjoining  the  Reser¬ 
ve  t  loo.  Very  few  non-Indian  hunters  utilise  the  Reserva¬ 
tion  which  comprises  87.7  percent  of  the  total  acreage  of 
the  project  area  In  Hew  York.  Indian  hunting  pressure  is 
not  concentrated  on  specified  dates,  as  is  the  case  out¬ 
side  the  Reservation;  consequently,  it  falls  to  appear  In 
its  true  perspective  in  hunting  pressure  surveys  at  speci¬ 
fied  times.  The  Hew  York  data  reflect,  therefore,  only  a 
small  fraction  of  the  hunting  pressure,  and  the  game  pro¬ 
ductivity,  which  that  section  actually  supports. 
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Table  2.  --  Allegheny  Lake  Project.  Summary  of  estimates  of  hunter 
utilisation  of  project  lands  in  Pennsylvania  and  New  York  col- 
lected  by  the  FVS  on  selected  days  during  1957  hunting  seasons 
for  white-tailed  deer  and  upland  game  species 


Type  and  day 
of  season 

Pennsylvania 

New  York 

Season 

Length 

Number 

Hunters 

Season 

Length 

Number 

Hunters 

Antlered  deer  only 

13  days 

15 

1st  day 

797 

• 

Antlerless  deer  only 

3  days 

1st  day 

423 

- 

2nd  day 

188 

- 

3rd  day 

44 

• 

Either  sex  deer 

N.A. 

1  day 

1st  day 

“ 

53 

Total  deer  season 

16  days 

1452 

16  days 

53 

Upland  name* 

35  days 

60  days 

1st  day 

732 

2 

2nd  day 

- 

5 

3rd  day 

264 

- 

6th  day 

- 

26 

8th  day 

232 

7 

10th  day 

58 

- 

15th  day 

- 

5 

Total  upland  same 

1291 

45 

Grand  total 

67  days 

2743 

76  days 

98 

*  Includes  wild  turkey,  ruffed  grouse,  squirrel  (gray  and  fox) 
and  cotton-tail  rabbit 
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The  project  croc  mi  described  in  the  FWS  report  ee  one  of  the  aore  la- 

portent  white  tolled  deer  producing  end  deer  hunting  ereee  in  both 

Pennsylvania  end  Mew  York,  vis: 

The  project  site  is  one  of  the  aore  laportent  deer  pro¬ 
ducing  end  deer  hunting  erees  of  Pennsylvania  end  Mew 
York.  The  region  serves  es  deer  hunting  territory  for 
e  large  geogrephlc  eree.  The  locsl  hunter  population 
is  greet ly  ootnuabered  by  hunters  living  outside  the  pro¬ 
ject  site  in  western  Pennsylvania,  western  Mew  York  end 
eestern  Ohio,  including  such  urben  centers  es  Pittsburg, 

Brie  end  Buffelo.  According  to  tl.S.  Forest  Service 
surveys,  deer  hunters  trevel  en  everege  of  100  alles, 
one  way,  in  pursuit  of  their  sport  on  the  Allegheny 
Metlonel  Forest. 

White-toiled  deer  density  was  high  throughout  the  project  eree,  parti - 
culerly  on  the  east  side  of  the  Allegheny  River  north  of  the  dea  site, 
vis: 

In  feet,  it  is  soaewhet  higher  then  the  norael  carrying 
capacity  of  the  forested  portions  of  the  habitat,  which 
is  the  prlaary  range  of  the  white-tailed  deer.  Because  of 
this  situation  deer  auet  forego  on  the  agricultural 
bottoalands  along  the  river  and  its  tributaries,  parti¬ 
cularly  on  the  left  side  of  the  river  in  both  states. 

These  lowlands  serve  es  a  supplaawnt  dally  and  seasonal 
forage  areas,  especially  in  winter,  as  evidenced  by  the 
scores  of  deer  which  can  be  seen  at  selected  tlaes  of 
the  day.  The  particularly  good  intersperslon  of  forest, 
brush  and  fans  land  cover  types  in  snail  acreage  units 
found  in  nost  tributary  dralnagas  below  and  inned lately 
above  contour  1,3(5  on  the  left  side  of  the  river  is 
highly  favorable  to  deer. 

Hunter  accessibility  to  the  proposed  project  area  appeared  to  be  a 

principal  factor  Halting  hunting  pressure  and  harvest  for  irtilte- tailed 

deer,  particularly  on  the  west  side  of  the  river,  vis: 

The  deer  kill  in  these  westerly  sections  is  generally 
saaller  than  on  the  left  side  of  the  river  becesue  of 
less  favorable  road  accessibility.  The  high  deer  pop- 


uLatloc  of  the  project  area  and  environs  probably  will 
not  increase,  though  hunting  pressure  aay  becoae  wore 
intense. 


The  population  density  of  black  bear  within  the  vicinity  of  the  project 

was  considered  to  be  low,  vis: 

The  bear  population  is  low  in  the  forested  sone  peri¬ 
pheral  to  the  project  area.  It  probably  does  not  exceed 
one  an leal  per  20  square  niles  and  is  even  acre  sparse 
in  the  project  area  owing  to  the  relatively  larger 
acreage  of  non-forest  land  in  the  latter  location  than 
in  the  former.  The  present  occurrence  of  the  bear 
within  the  project  area  is  undoubtedly  confined  Mostly 
to  occasional  foraging  of  individuals  into  the  open 
bottaalands  fron  adjacent  forested  hill  land. 


In  spite  of  the  low  abundance  of  black  bear  it  nevertheless  was  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  an  important  component  of  the  wildlife  resources,  viz: 

The  annual  legal  bear  kill  unquestionably  ranks  last 
anong  the  gene  species  in  and  adjoining  the  project 
area,  but  the  status  of  the  bear  as  a  gaae  an Inal 
ranks  auch  higher  than  nuaerical  kill  indicates.  Be¬ 
cause  of  its  scarcity,  the  species  attracts  hunter 
interest  far  above  its  abundance.  Hunters  throughout 
Pennsylvania,  western  Hew  York  and  eastern  Ohio  Join 
with  local  hunters  for  an  annual  share  of  the  kill. 

Barring  changes  in  hunting  regulations  and  drastic 
alteration  in  the  habitat,  the  productivity  of  the 
bear  population  and  the  hunting  pressure  should  con¬ 
tinue  at  least  st  current  levels. 

The  status  of  the  wild  turkey,  ruffed  grouse  and  squirrel  populations 

was  described  in  the  August,  1958  FWS  report  as  follows: 

The  wild  turkey,  once  extirpated  froa  this  area,  has 
becoae  re-established  in  both  states  with  the  essis- 
tance  of  stocking  program  over  the  past  several  years. 

The  species  is  now  fairly  abundant  on  the  left  side 
of  the  river,  and  though  at  a  lower  level,  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  the  right  side  is  increasing.  While  the 
annual  kill  does  not  approach  the  size  of  the  deer 
kill,  hunters  have  an  Interest  in  this  gam  bird 
second  only  to  that  in  deer.... The  birds  inhabit  the 
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forested  upland,  but  regularly  frequent  the  roadways, 
and  clearings.  Many  turkeys  utilize  the  river  bottom¬ 
lands  and  tributary  valleys  in  the  course  of  daily 
cruising  in  search  of  food  and  water.  These  open  and 
brushy  lands,  notably  on  the  edges  near  extensive  fo¬ 
rested  tracts,  serve  as  nastlng  territory  also...... 

Ruffed  grouse  and  gray  squirrels  are  sufficiently 
numerous  to  support  all  the  hunting  pressure  which 
they  receive.  Utilisation  of  these  species  is  some¬ 
what  lower  than  that  of  deer,  wild  turkeys  and  possi¬ 
bly  bears.... Barring  drastic  changes  in  habitat  through 

human  influence,  population  levels  of  the  wild  turkeys 
will  probably  increase,  and  grouse  end  gray  squirrel 
should  ns  in tain  present  population  levels,  with  a  possible 
increase  in  the  squirrel  popilatl'*'.  Hunting  pressure  on 
all  three  species,  particularly  o'  Jie  turkey,  will  probably 
increase. 

The  abundance  of  cottontail  rabbit  was  limited  by  the  relatively  small 
amount  of  preferred  brush  and  farm  land  cover  types  available  within 
the  project  area.  Hunting  pressure  for  cottontails  appeared  to  be 
greater  in  the  Hew  York  sector  of  project,  particularly  within  the 
Allegany  Indian  Reservation.  Little  change  was  anticipated  in  the 
status  of  cottontail  rapid  abundance  and/or  hunting  pressure. 


Waterfowl,  woodcock  and  shore  birds  were  found  in  small  numbers  within 
the  project  area  primarily  as  migrants.  The  size  of  the  breeding  popu¬ 
lation  was  low,  viz: 

The  project  area  is  not  an  important  waterfowl,  woodcock 
or  shore  bird  breeding  habitat.  The  Allegheny  River  and 
its  feeder  stream  network,  like  many  water  courses  in 
the  region,  support  a  small  wood  duck  breeding  popula¬ 
tion.  The  breeding  populations  of  other  migratory  game 
birds  appear  so  samll,  however,  that  they  must  be  cate¬ 
gorized  as  negligible  in  comparison  with  sost  game  popu¬ 
lations  in  the  area.  Woodcock,  shore  birds,  geese  and 
other  species  of  ducks  in  small  numbers  use  the  area 
briefly  in  migration  as  a  resting  area  enroute  to 
breeding  and  wintering  grounds  north  and  south.... Hunt¬ 
ing  pressure  is  low  because  of  the  brief  occupancy  by 
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waterfowl  and  short  birds  in  the  fall  migration.  The 
sisa  of  transient  and  resident  population  of  aigrfttlng 
species  is  not  expected  to  Increase  appreciably. 

The  most  important  furbearer  species  coaaon  to  the  project  area  were 
beaver,  auskrat,  aink  and  racoon.  Less  important  species  included  skunk, 
weasel,  fox  and  oppossua.  For  the  aost  part,  the  furbearers  were  cen- 
fined  to  the  lands  iaasdiately  adjacent  to  the  Allegheny  River  and  tri¬ 
butary  streaa.  The  quality  of  the  available  riparian  habitat  was  des¬ 
cribed  as  follows: 

None  of  this  streaa  bank  habitat  supports  the  abundant 
populations  of  fur  bearers  found  on  well-established 
aarsh  habitat  of  equal  acreage,  but  it  compares  very 
favorably  with  slailar-type  habitat  outside  the  pro¬ 
ject  area  which  supports  good  fur  bearer  populations. 
Agriculture  is  not  intensive  in  the  bottoalands  of  the 
project  area,  and  hence,  the  vegetative  cover  and  food 
available  to  fur  bearers  and  to  their  an Inal  food  spe¬ 
cies  exist  in  greater  quantity  and  distribution  than 
in  intensively  farmed  regions.  Fur  trapping  by  local 
residents  in  and  adjacent  to  the  project  area  is  ex¬ 
tensive...  Harvest  of  fur  bearers,  particularly  musk¬ 
rats  and  ainka,  should  continue  at  present  levels. 

The  August,  1958  FWS  report  predicted  extensive  adverse  lapacts  on  wild¬ 
life  habitat  for  the  completed  project.  In  addition  to  the  loss  of  sore 
than  526  ha  (1,300  ac)  of  existing  stresas,  soae  4,330  ha  (10,700  ac) 
of  previously  available  terrestrial  habitat  below  the  suaaer  conserva¬ 
tion  pool  would  be  affected  by  permanent  and/or  extensive  periods  of 
inundation  each  year.  Little  vegetation  of  value  to  wildlife  was  anti¬ 
cipated  for  that  area.  All  existing  vegetation  was  to  be  removed  for 
project  purpoees  froa  another  364  ha  (900  ac)  located  between  the  top 
of  the  suaaer  conservation  pool  and  elevation  406.3  a  (1,333  ft).  Only 
water-tolerant  vegetation  of  little  value  to  wildlife  was  expected  to 
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•slat  in  the  c !•« rad  aru 


Vegetative  chingM  in  th«  iru  between  the  top  of  the  5 -year  flood  fre¬ 
quency  pool  and  tha  maximum  flood  pool  [2,661.4  ha  (6,428  ac)]  vara  ex- 
paetad  to  ba  infloancad  acre  by  post- impoundment  land  ownership  and  land 
uaa  pattarna  than  by  ahort  parloda  of  intaraittant  inundation.  Tha 
Auguat,  1958  TVS  report  appeared  to  ba  aabi valent  concerning  future  land 
uaa  pattarna,  viz: 

Moat  land  between  the  S-year  frequency  level,  contour 
1,340,  and  contour  1,365,  including  tha  entire  Allegany 
Indian  Reservation,  will  be  aacurad  in  flowaga  aaeaaant 
rather  than  in  fee.  Seam  of  tha  land  will  r ana in  in 
present  ownarahlp,  a  one  will  change.  In  both  eaaea,  an 
unde ta rained  acrMge  will  ba  aubjact  to  change  in  land 
uaa.  It  would  aaasi  that  tha  overall  trend  will  ba  to¬ 
ward  laaa  Intensive  uaa  of  landa  now  being  fanned,  re- 
aulting  in  reveralon  of  an  undetermined  nuaber  of  land 
parccla.  In  Pennsylvania  thin  trend  nay  be  more  pro¬ 
nounced  in  tha  lower  a actor  of  the  cone,  between  tha 
2-5  ymt  flood  frequency  levele  (1,355-1,340  feet),  all 
of  which  will  ba  acquired  in  fee.  In  Haw  York  probable 
trenda  are  obscured  at  present  because  a  large  portion 
of  the  1,333-1,365  contour  zone  is,  and  will  continue 
to  ba,  in  Indian  ownarahlp.  The  use  to  which  the  In¬ 
dians  put  land  under  flowage  saaeasnt  will  influence 
the  pattern  and  statua  of  cover  types.  Agricultural 
use,  slight  at  present,  nay  decrease.  It  my,  however, 
IncrMse  with  a  consequent  reduction  in  currently  un¬ 
famed  brushy  land  parcels,  should  the  Indiana  decide 
to  intensify  farming  activity  or  grant  wore  agricultural 
iMaes  to  non-Indian  tenants  than  exist  at  present. 

Although  not  expressed  quantitatively,  the  FVS  report  broadly  evaluated 
probable  impacts  of  project  construction  on  wildlife  resources.  Con¬ 
struction  of  the  project  was  not  expected  to  affect  either  population 
density  or  hunting  pressure  intensity  for  black  bar,  Considerable 
adverse  Impact  on  white-tailed  deer  populations  was  anticipsted,  vis: 
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At  whit*- tall  dear,  however,  will  be  effected  to  the 
extent  that  the  river  valley  and  lta  tributaries  will 
be  wholly  uninhabitable  below  contour  1,267  and  woat 
probably  below  contour  1,228.  Changes  In  vegetation 
between  contours  1,328  and  1,333  will  reduce  the  deer 
carrying  capacity  of  this  sods  slgnlglcently.  Deer 
population  trends  In  the  1,333-1,365  ft.  sone  ere  dif¬ 
ficult  to  predict  now  because  of  the  obscured  land  use 
picture  under  flowege  easaaent  Mentioned  previously. 

81seble  reduction  In  this  large  acreage  of  bottoaland 
deer  habitat  should  greatly  intensify  the  problew  of 
high  deer  population  on  upland  range,  particularly  on 
the  left  side  of  the  project  ares  on  both  states. 

In  addition  to  adverse  effects  on  deer  populations  resulting  froa  the 

physical  loss  of  habitat,  project  occasioned  changes  in  the  existing 

road  network  was  expected  to  lapact  deer  aanagaaent  efforts,  vis: 

Deer  herd  aanagaaent  in  these  sections,  exclusive  of 
current  state  regulatory  practices,  aay  be  facilita¬ 
ted  or  complicated  depending  on  the  location  and  ex¬ 
tent  of  the  propoaad  road  net  In  theae  areas.  The 
road  net  will  detarndtne  the  accessibility  of  the 
range  to  hunters  end  will,  therefore,  influence  the 
annuel  deer  harvest.  laaoval  of  existing  roads  below 
contour  1,365,  ellalnetlng  present  access  to  upland 
deer  and  other  gaae  habitat  froa  the  direction  of  the 
river  and  Its  tributaries  below  this  contour,  under- 
eeores  the  laportance  of  proper  relocation  of  the 
road  systea.  This  need  is  further  eapheslsed  by  the 
reaovel  of  all  hunter  caaps  below  contour  1,365. 

Aalde  froa  the  loss  to  occupants  of  these  seasonal- 
use  dwellings  froa  the  recreational  standpoint,  this 
reaovel ,  as  In  the  case  of  defunct  roads,  ellalnates 
an  l^ortant  segasnt  of  hunter-use  of  upland  gaae  a- 
reund  the  project  area.  Proper  road  relocation  will 
help  offset  this  loss  of  upland  gaaa  harvest. 

The  lapact  of  the  project  on  upland  gaae  species  was  described  as 

follows: 


tuffed  grouse  and  gray  squirrel  range  adjoining  the 
project  probably  will  not  be  affected  significantly 
by  project  operations.  Existing  habitat  below  con¬ 
tour  1,328  and  probably  below  contour  1,333,  will  be 
rendered  useless  for  occupancy  by  these  species.  The 
suitability  of  habitat  between 


16  - 


aewtewra  1,333  and  1,365,  as  In  tha  eaaa  of  daar,  cas- 
not  ba  predicted  adequately  at  this  time.  Ceasldarad 
solely  an  tha  lafluanca  of  inundation,  this  sona  will 
probably  support  aaallar  grouse  and  squirrel  popu- 
lat Ions  than  presently  exist. 

Tha  sffaet  of  tha  projaet  on  tha  wild  turkey  oust  ba 
appralsad  essentially  la  tha  sam a  aannar  as  oatllaad 
for  greuse  and  squirrel.  Tha  loss  of  good  turkey 
habitat  balow  contour  1,333  within  tha  tributary 
dralnagas  of  both  stataa,  aad  aspaelally  la  Pennsyl- 
▼aala,  will  ba  significant  ta  tha  populatlaa  resi- 
daat  la  tha  sona  balow  aad  laaadlataly  above  contour 
1,365. 

Wood  duck,  tha  principal  watarfowl  spaclas  lndlganous  to  tha  projaet  araa 

wars  expected  to  suffar  extensive  habitat  loss  as  a  result  of  Inundation 

of  mny  alias  of  straaas  by  tha  Impoundment  of  Alleghany  Lake.  Use  of 

Alleghany  Lake  by  migrant  watarfowl  spaclas  was  axpactad  to  ba  minimal 

because  of  tha  lack  of  sufficient  food,  vis: 

Transient  watarfowl  can  use  the  reservoir  pool  as  a 
temporary  resting  araa  regardless  of  Its  elevation 
during  tha  spring  and  fall  migrations.  Without  man- 
agement  practlcas  designed  to  supply  food  plants  ac¬ 
cessible  to  ducks,  little  food  will  ba  available  du¬ 
ring  their  temporary  occupancy,  spring  or  fall. 

Should  mater  level  manipulation  offer  tha  opportunity 
for  establishing  desirable  foods,  or  If  certain  food 
species  become  established  naturally  In  tha  sona 
bounded  by  contours  slightly  balow  and  abova  tha  1,328- 
1,333  sona  at  points  around  the  project  araa,  acces¬ 
sibility  of  this  food  to  watarfowl  would  ba  hampered 
or  prevented  If  tha  water  level  ware  much  below  that 
sona.  Thus,  tha  creation  of  a  larger  water  surface 
than  currently  exists  mould  not  necessarily  increase 
the  present  level  of  occupancy  of  migrating  ducks, 
nor  would  It  automatically  create  required  habitat 
for  breeding  populations  of  waterfowl.  The  value  of 
the  area  to  waterfowl  and  waterfowl  hunters  as  a  re¬ 
servoir  rather  than  as  a  network  of  river  and  tribu¬ 
tary  streams,  thus  may  not  change  significantly  In 
view  of  these  contingencies. 

Severe  project-occasioned  impacts  on  furbearer  population  was  predicted, 


The  combination  of  mater  level  fluctuation*  and  th* 
rnoval  of  timber  and  bruah  bale*  contour  1,333  will 
alaoat  certainly  eliminate  aaaontlal  furboaror  ha¬ 
bitat  along  oora  than  70  ollaa  of  atraana  balov  this 
elevation.  Abort  contour  1,333  the  future  of  fur- 
bearer  populations  la  uncertain  at  thla  writing  for 
tha  reason*  Mentioned  In  previous  discussions  of  up¬ 
land  wildlife  effects. 

The  MS  report,  while  acknowledging  the  need  for  wildlife  resource  adtl- 

gatlon,  wee  pessimistic  concerning  the  possibility  of  adequate  "in  kind" 

replacement  of  anticipated  wildlife  resource  looses,  vis: 

Sooe  form  of  compensation  for  losses  of  fish  and 
wildlife  values,  as  well  as  species,  existing  with¬ 
in  the  influence  of  the  proposed  project  area,  aust 
com  about  by  means  of  Integrated  planning  and  inplo- 
aantatlon  of  plans  by  organisations  who  have  respon¬ 
sibility  for  Mnaglng  the  reservoir. 

With  construction  of  the  proposed  project,  replace- 
Mnt  in  kind  of  each  specific  flbh  and  wildllfa  va¬ 
lue,  wholly  or  partially  destroyed,  is  impossible. 

These  values  are  priMrlly  recreational,  ecooomie, 
social  and  aesthetic.  Many  segMnts  of  the  human 
population  living  within  a  radius  of  200  miles  or 
mm  of  the  project  ares  are  interested  in  it  in  its 
present  condition. 

However,  the  MS  report  suggested  that  partial  mitigation  of  project  oc¬ 
casioned  leases  could  be  accomplished  by  developing  aubiwpoundnents  a- 
bove  the  5-year  flood  pool  coots ur,  vis: 

Since  replacement  of  fish  and  wildlife  values  In  de¬ 
gree  and  kind  is  unattainable,  mitigation  of  losses 
west  take  tha  form  of  substitution  of  areas,  species 
and  values  to  offset,  in  part,  those  wholly  or  par¬ 
tially  destroyed. . .  These  losses  could  be  mitigated 
by  management  of  selected  tracts  above  thla  contour 
on  and  adjacent  to  the  project  area  primarily  for  the 
benefit  of  waterfowl  and  secondarily  for  furbearera 
and  sport  fishes. 

These  areas  could  be  developed  by  construction  of  sub- 


impoundment  so  located  as  to  create  pools  of  propor¬ 
tionately  largo  acreage  in  comparison  to  depth.  Af¬ 
ter  establishment  of  aquatic  vegetation,  and  Instal¬ 
lation  of  Management  practices  such  aa  seeding  culti¬ 
vated  grain  crops  and  water  level  manipulation,  the 
resultant  small  marshes  should  provide  suitable  rust¬ 
ing  and  feeding  areas  for  migratory  waterfowl.  This 
habitat  also  would  be  suitable  for  the  propagation  of 
furbearers  and  fish.  Hunting  and  fishing  In  season 
would  be  permitted. 

The  proposed  sub -Impoundments  would  serve  at  least 
two  other  worthwhile  purposes.  They  would  function 
as  sedimentation  reservoirs  by  retarding  accumulation 
In  the  main  reservoir  of  eroded  soil  from  the  water¬ 
sheds  of  Impounded  stromas.  Secondly,  they  would 
provide  aesthetic  advantages  offsetting  to  seme  ex¬ 
tent  the  unsightly  barren  areas  resulting  from  pro¬ 
ject  construction  on  sizeable  acreages  between  con¬ 
tours  1,267  and  1,328.  It  Is  believed  the  general 
public.  Including  sportsmen,  would  welcome  Instal¬ 
lation  of  such  sub-impoundment  areas. 

Mine  specific  sub-impoundment  sites  located  In  the  Mew  Toth  sector  of 
the  project  lmpect  area  were  subsequently  recommended  for  acquisitions 
and  development .  These  areas  comprised  a  total  of  810  ha  (2,002  ac)  In¬ 
cluding  397  ha  (981  ac)  of  water  and  413  ha  (1,021  ac)  of  surrounding 
land  as  follows: 

Bach  sub- impoundment  menagement  unit  would  consist 
of  the  impoundment  proper  end  an  additional  acreage 
of  peripheral  land  adequate  to  meet  wildlife  needs. 

Including  accessibility  from  the  proposed  read  net¬ 
work  and  control  of  public  access  to  the  poods.  Lands 
needed  for  these  areas  In  addition  to  those  scheduled 
for  acquisition  under  project  plans  are  owned  by  the 
Seneca  Indian  Mat Ion  and  by  private  Individuals;  the 
larger  shere  being  owned  by  the  Seneca  Mat ion.  Pre¬ 
ferably  such  lands  would  be  acquired  In  fee,  although 
long-term  and  comprehensive  leasing  arrangements 
could  be  satisfactory. 

The  FVS  report  Indicated  that  plans  and  specifications  for  the  sub- 


impoundment  twri  under  develop— nt.  Lend  acquisition  and  develop— nt 

coate  of  the  sub-lmpounfeents  —re  to  be  borne  by  the  CB.  The  state  of 

Mew  York  would  be  responsible  for  their  subsequent  maintenance,  vis: 

Preliminary  structural  specifications  end  eeti— tee 
of  the  cost  of  all  the  proposed  sub-impound— nt  pro¬ 
jects  ere  being  prepared.  The  planning  job  le  pro¬ 
gressing  —11,  but  is  not  sufficiently  advanced  for 
inclusion  in  this  report.  The  overall  preliminary 
plans  will  be  presented  as  an  appendix  to  this  report 
upon  coop lotion. 

It  should  be  stated  that  these  plans  are  being  deve¬ 
loped  with  the  understanding  *-h»t  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  will  bea r  the  entire  cost  of  acquiring  the 
needed  land  and  constructing  the  sub-lsipound— nta, 
and  New  York  State  will  assume  the  subsequent  res¬ 
ponsibility  of  — negement  and  — Intenance  of  the 
areas  under  proper  legal  authority. 

Other  beneficial  wildlife  resource-related  recon— ndatlons  contained  in 
the  TVS  report  included  the  following: 

(a)  Oil  and  gas  —lie  occur  within  the  project 
boundaries.  In  order  to  prevent  seepage  from  the 
—lie  which  are  taken  out  of  production,  proper 
sealing  should  be  accomplished.  Leakage  from  im¬ 
properly  seeled  —lie  — uld  result  In  pollution  which 
could  affect  fish  and  wildlife  populations  of  the  re¬ 
servoir  and  downstream  areas. 

(b)  A  General  Plan,  pursuant  to  Section  3  of  the 
Act  of  August  1A,  1946  (60  Stat.  1080),  be  entered 
Into  by  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Pennsylvania 
Go—  Commission,  the  Executive  Director  of  the 
Pennsylvania  Fish  Cossslsslon,  the  Commissioner  of  the 
New  York  Conservation  Depart— nt,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army,  end  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  administration  of  appropriate  portions  of 
the  project  lands  and  —tars  for  fish  end  wildlife 
—negement  purposes. 

(c)  Lends  and  —tars  In  the  project  ares  be  open 
to  ft—  uee  for  hunting  end  fishing,  except  for  sec¬ 
tions  reserved  for  safety,  efficient  operations,  or 
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protection  of  public  property . 


(4)  Lmim  of  Federal  land  In  the  project  n.i 
stipulate  the  right  of  free  public  access  for  hunt¬ 
ing  and  fishing. 

Wy  V  1H1  FV8  teeort 

The  final  TVS  report  was  released  Nay  9,  1961.  This  report,  which  a  r- 
ved  ee  the  final  TVS  statement  concerning  project  fish  and  wildlife  re¬ 
sources,  consisted  of  e  brief  (S-pege)  letter  report  accompanied  by  a 
were  comprehensive  report  containing  substantiating  data  prepared  in 
conjunction  with  the  Pennsylvania  Cams  and  Fish  Commissions  and  the  Mew 
Toth  Department  of  Conservation  (6). 

The  major  emphasis  of  the  May  9,  1961  TVS  letter  report  concerned  anti¬ 
cipated  project  Impacts  on  fishing  man-day  use  and  associated  monetary 
values.  Only  a  few  paragraphs  of  this  S-page  FVS  letter  report  dealt 
specifically  with  terrestrial  wildlife  resources. 


Loss  of  hunting  opportunity  expected  from  project  Implementation  was  des¬ 
cribed  In  the  May,  1961  FVS  letter  report  as  significant.  It  was  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  authors  of  the  report  that  anticipated  post-project  losses 
of  hunting  opportunity  could  be  absorbed  by  Improving  access  to  conti¬ 
guous  lands  owned  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  vis: 

Significant  loss  of  hunting  opportunity  will  result 
from  project  construction.  One  means  of  offsetting 
this  loss  would  be  to  provide  roads  Into  presently 
inaccessible  portions  of  the  Allegheny  Motional  Forest. 

Ve  understand  from  you  that  the  proposed  relocation 
of  Fennsylvanla  traffic  routes  59  and  366  will  fol¬ 
low  the  general  alignment  of  s  road  proposed  by  the 
U.S.  Forest  Servlca  to  provide  needed  access  to  the 
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ridge  km  east  of  the  reservoir  between  Sugar  tun 
and  Willow  Croak  vail ay a.  Thia,  togothor  With  auch 
foroat  products  harvest  roada  aa  nay  possibly  bo  built 
following  oonatxuetion  of  tho  wajor  traffic  route, 
ahould  waka  it  possible  for  tho  loaa  of  hunting  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  bo  abaorbed  in  tho  project  vicinity. 

The  only  aoaauro  recommended  for  mitigation  of  anticipated  habitat  loaa 

woo  deacrlbed  aa  followe: 

To  partially  offaot  tho  loaa  of  edge  effect  between 
cleared  laada  and  foroat  aa  wall  aa  particular  values 
inherent  in  the  bottowlanda  to  be  inundated  by  the  re¬ 
servoir,  it  would  be  dealrable  that  your  neater  uae 
plan,  aa  coordinated  with  the  various  agenclaa,  give 
favorable  conalderatlon  to  wanagewont  by  flah  and  wild¬ 
life  aganciea  of  auitable  project  landa,  including 
ouch  provialona  aa  nay  bo  feaalblo  to  mitigate  tho 
loea  of  tho  non -force ted  bottomland  area*. 

However,  wildlife  reaourcea  were  dlacueeed  in  more  detail  In  an  addendum 

to  the  Nay  9,  1961  INS  letter-report  titled,  "Substantiating  Data  for  a 

Conaarvatlon  and  Development  Import  on  Flah  and  Wildlife  leaoureea: 

Allegheny  liver  loaervolr,  Pennaylvanla  and  Hew  York*'  (7). 


The  general  area  of  tha  project  vaa  deacrlbed  In  the  FWS  euba ten tia ting 
report  aa  an  important  recreational  area  in  both  Pennaylvanla  and  Mew 
York,  via: 


Sect! one  of  Pennaylvanla  and  New  York  within  and  ad¬ 
jacent  to  the  reaervolr  alte  are  important  recrea¬ 
tional  areaa.  The  Allegheny  National  Format,  contain¬ 
ing  approximately  *70,000  acrea,  Ilea  adjacent  to  the 
left  bank  of  the  Allegheny  liver  in  Pennaylvanla .  In 
New  York,  the  boundary  of  Allegany  State  Park,  con- 
prlelng  38,266  acrea.  Ilea  in  cloao  proximity  to  tho 
left  bank.  The  reaervolr  will  affect  minor  portione 
of  both  publicly-owned  areaa,  86  acrea  of  the  State 
Park,  1686  acrea  ef  the  Notional  Format.  Major  por¬ 
tions  of  tho  Cornplanter  Indian  Grant  in  Pennsylvania 
and  the  Allegany  Indian  loservatlon  in  New  York  also 
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will  be  affected  by  the  project.  Indicative  of  the 
recreational  value  of  thia  valley,  cabine  and  ameer 
cottages  are  located  within  the  reaervoir  area. 

Ai  defined  in  this  TVS  substantiating  report,  the  ienediate  project  im¬ 
pact  area  was  restricted  to  a  total  of  8,570  ha  (21,175  ac)  located  be¬ 
low  uexlaum  design  flood  pool  elevation  416  n  (1,565  ft).  The  impact 
area  included  approximately  7,905  ha  (19,535  ac)  of  land  and  665  ha 
(1,642  ac)  of  water  (Allegheny  River  and  tributaries).  Project  lands 
were  almost  equally  divided  between  Pennsylvania  and  Hew  York.  The 
Pennsylvania  portion  consisted  of  3,665  ha  (9,055  ac)  of  land  and  287  ha 
(709  ac)  of  water  and  the  Maw  York  portion  included  4,240  ha  (10,478  ac) 
of  land  and  378  ha  (933  ac)  of  water  (Table  3). 


Land  ownership  patterns  within  the  project  lwpact  area  differed  substan¬ 
tially  in  Pennsylvania  and  Mew  Yotk,  via: 

Of  the  approximately  9,055  acres  of  land  in  the 
Pennsylvania  portion,  6,807  acres  are  privately  owned, 

1,604  acres  are  contained  in  the  Allegjmny  national 
Forest,  and  about  644  acres  lie  within  the  Cornplanter 
Indian  Grant.  In  Mew  York  the  pattern  differs  greatly. 

Of  the  10,478  acre  total,  about  9,077  acres  are  with¬ 
in  the  boundaries  of  the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation, 
approximately  84  acres  fall  within  the  Allegany  8tate 
Path,  and  about  1,317  acres  are  in  private  ownership. 

Pre-lapoundmnt  wildlife  habitat  within  the  project  lwpact  area  was  des¬ 
cribed  as  follows: 

The  proposed  maximum  flow  line  of  the  Allegheny  Re¬ 
servoir  site  contains  en  excellent  interperslon  of 
wildlife  habitat  types.  About  14  percent  of  the 
21,175  acre  area  is  in  agricultural  use,  about  9  per¬ 
cent  is  occupied  by  old  fields,  63  percent  in  brush 
and  woodlands,  and  water,  roads,  town,  etc.,  occupy 
about  14  percent.  About  11  percent  of  the  agrleultu- 


Table  3 .  --  Allegheny  Lake  Project.  Pertinent  pre- Impoundment  terrestrial  and  water  area  relationships  in  project 


ral  area,  8  percent  of  the  old  field  area,  and  27 
percent  of  the  bruah  and  forested  aree  Ilea  In  the 
New  York  portion  of  the  project  site. 

Typical  of  the  region,  a  preponderance  of  the  reser¬ 
voir  area  ia  forested.  Also  typical  of  valley  bot¬ 
toms  but  atypical  of  the  region  as  a  whole  is  the 
cooperatively  large  awunts  of  agricultural  land  and 
old  (abondonad)  fields  In  the  area.  An  aerial  view 
of  the  vicinity  reveals  that  virtually  all  of  the 
open  lands  in  the  project  vicinity  are  found  on  the 
valley  floors. 

It  would  be  difficult  to  over  eephasise  the  importance 
of  open  areas  to  the  maintenance  of  many  wildlife  po¬ 
pulations  in  a  region  predominantly  forested.  Lands 
such  as  these  greatly  increase  the  populations  of 
practically  every  species  of  forest  game  indigenous 
to  the  aree.  It  goes  without  aaying  thet  open  lands 
are  also  essential  for  tha  maintenance  of  huntable 
populations  of  farm-game  species. 

The  May  9,  1961  FWS  substantiating  report  provided  both  with-the-project 
and  without-the-project  estimates  of  the  average  number  and  monetary 
value  of  recreational  hunting  man-days  anticipated  to  occur  annually 
within  tha  project  impact  area  over  a  designated  50-year  economic  pro¬ 
ject  life.  Assigned  monetary  values  included  a  $3  per  trip  value  for 
white- tailed  deer  hunting,  $3  per  trip  value  for  wild  turkey  hunting, 
and  a  $1  per  trip  value  for  small  game  hunting.  These  values  fell  with¬ 
in  the  range  of  values  presented  in  the  "Interim  Schedule  of  Value  for 
Recreational  Aspects  of  Fish  and  Wildlife,"  adopted  by  the  Inter-agency 
Committee  on  Water  Resources  (8). 


The  authors  of  the  May  9,  1961  FWS  substantiating  report  differentiated 
between  recreational  hunting,  as  would  chiefly  occur  on  non-Indian  Re¬ 
servation  lands,  and  sustenance  hunting  practiced  by  Indians  on  reser- 
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▼at Ion  lands,  vis: 


To  a  greater  or  laaaar  axtcnt,  virtually  all  thaaa 
lands  sustain  some  dagrae  of  hunting  pressure;  how¬ 
ever,  tha  type  of  hunting  varlas  with  ownership.  The 
hunting  usa  sustained  by  the  private  and  public  lands 
of  tha  area  Is  a  fora  of  recreational  hunting  subject 
to  all  tha  noraal  restrictions  of  the  sport.  On  tha 
other  hand,  tha  hunting  and  gams  harvest  occuring  on 
reservation  land  contributes  directly  to  tha  liveli¬ 
hood  of  its  residents.  Because  of  this  distinction, 
and  tha  fact  that  the  values  used  herein  pertain  only 
to  tha  "Recreational  Aspects  of  Fish  and  Wildlife", 
no  attempt  will  be  aide  to  evaluate  the  non -recrea¬ 
tional  type  of  hunting.  All  known  recreational  hunt¬ 
ing  on  reservation  lands  will  be  evaluated,  however. 

Without- the-project,  hunting  awn-day  use  within  the  project  iwpact  areas 

wss  expected  to  increase  overtiaw,  particularly  on  lands  located  in 

Pennsylvania,  vis: 

Based  on  survey  data,  approximately  368,000  licensed 
hunters  presently  reside  within  known  drawing  dis¬ 
tance  of  the  project  area.  To  this  nuaiber  way  be 
added  epproxliwtely  64,000  unlicensed  children  and  retired 
adults  who  also  hunt.  Due  to  land  ownership  patterns, 
virtually  all  of  these  hunters  reside  and  hunt  In  the 
Pennsylvania  segment  of  the  reservoir  area.  With  an¬ 
ticipated  population  growth  in  this  region,  It  is  ex¬ 
pected  that  an  average  of  about  470,000  hunters  will 
be  available  to  utilise  the  wildlife  resources  of  the 
general  area  during  the  period  equal  to  the  economic 
project  life. 

thlte-*tall.ad  deer,  although  less  abundant  within  the  project  area  than 
In  foraer  years,  was  characterised  as  tha  most  important  games  species. 


From  the  standpoint  of  hunter  interest,  the  white- 
tall  deer  Is  the  moet  Important  game  species  pre¬ 
sently  found  on  the  project  arse.  Because  of  natural 
changes  in  vegetative  types  in  this  general  region, 
their  numbers  have  been  declining  In  recent  years. 

At  the  same  time,  hunting  pressures  have  been  lncrea- 


i 


/ »v>'1  * 


•Inf.  At  on*  time  d««r  were  m— tout  enough  on  the 
Allegheny  Rational  Forest  to  Interfere  with  sound  fo¬ 
rest  management  practice*.  However,  according  to 
Forest  Service  peraonnal,  the  deer  herd  could  be  main- 
talned  at  present  levels  on  the  Rational  Forest  con¬ 
sistent  with  accepted  forest  management  practices, 
and  therefore,  to  do  so  Is  a  current  management  ob¬ 
jective.  Except  for  the  fact  that  long  range  plana 
for  management  of  private  forest  lands  in  the  Penn¬ 
sylvania  sector  of  tha  general  area  have  not  been 
developed,  essentially  tha  saee  conditions  prevail 
with  respect  to  the  average  number  of  deer  these 
areas  will  support  during  •  period  equal  to  the  eco¬ 
nomic  project  life. 

Hunting  pressure  for  white- tailed  deer  was  not  expected  to  increase  in 

future  years,  vis: 

The  dear  range  encompassed  by  the  Pennsylvania  a action 
of  tha  project  area,  exclualve  of  the  Cornplanter 
Reservation,  presently  sustains  about  1930  man-days 
of  deer  hunting  annually.  Unless  management  tech¬ 
niques  are  developed  to  increase  the  carrying  capa¬ 
city  of  this  rang*  significantly,  without  adversely 
affecting  other  equally  valuable  foreat  reaourcea, 
thla  figure  also  repreaenta  tha  dagree  of  use  this 
resource  would  receive  on  an  average  over  the  life 
of  the  project.  Based  on  the  accepted  valuation  for 
deer  hunting,  this  resource  is  valued  at  $5,790.00 
annually. 

It  la  estimated  that  approximately  180  man-days  of 
recreational  deer  hunting  la  done  on  that  portion  of 
Allegany  Reservation  lands  which  lie  in  the  reservoir 
and  approximately  309  man-days  on  tha  other  project 
landa  in  Raw  lock  State.  Computed  at  the  same  rate, 
these  resources  would  be  valued  at  $600.00  and  $927.00 
respectively  each  year. 

Hunting  effort  (man-days)  expected  for  wild  turkey  wee  expected  to  dou¬ 
ble  in  the  Pennsylvania  sector  of  tha  project  during  the  daalgnated  50- 

yaar  economic  life  of  tha  project,  and  to  quadruple  in  the  Row  York  awe- 


The  second  aost  iaportant  gaae  aniael  spociss  In¬ 
digenous  Co  Che  eree  is  Che  wild  turkey.  On  non- 
reservatlon  lands  in  Che  Pennsylvania  segaenc  of 
Che  reservoir  eras,  Chit  species  now  provides  ebouC 
780  aan-deys  of  hunCing  recresCion  annually.  Vich 
expecCed  increases  in  Che  nuabers  of  huncers  who 
would  use  tills  eras,  coupled  with  anCidpeCed  shlfCs 
in  hunCing  pressures,  1C  is  conservsCively  estiaated 
that  hunter  days  in  relation  Co  this  species  will 
average  twice  Che  present  use  during  Che  next  50 
years.  Thus  an  expecCed  1,560  aan-deys  of  turkey 
hunCing  would  be  expended,  resulting  in  an  average 
annuel  value  of  $4,680  for  this  resource. 

Two  Hew  York  counties,  Cette raugus  and  Allegheny, 
were  reopened  Co  turkey  hunting  during  the  1960  sea¬ 
son.  Approxiastely  90  hunter-days  were  expended  on 
the  project  area  during  that  season.  This  rate  of 
use  aay  also  be  expected  to  approxiaately  quadruple 
during  the  ensuing  50  years.  At  this  expected  rate 
of  increase  in  hunting  pressure,  the  turkey  resources 
on  non- reservation  lands  in  New  York  State  would  pro¬ 
vide  an  average  recreational  hunting  value  of  about 
$540.00  annually. 

Hunting  effort  directed  to  sasll  gaae  species  was  expected  to  Increase 

by  soae  20  percent,  vis: 

Collectively,  cottontail  rabbits,  gray  squirrels, 
and  grouse  attract  approxiaately  670  days  of  hunter 
use  annually  on  non- reservation  lands  in  the  Penn¬ 
sylvania  section  and  about  160  aan-deys  in  the  New 
York  section.  Assuaing  no  aajor  catastrophes  in 
general  range  conditions,  these  species  could  support 
hunting  pressures  aany  tiaes  greater.  However,  hunter 
use  of  these  species  is  not  expected  to  increase 
greatly  in  this  area  during  the  span  of  years  inroe- 
dlately  ensuing.  Assuaing  an  increase  of  20  percent, 
the  annual  sport  hunting  value  of  these  resources 
would  be  estlaated  $800.00  in  the  Pennsylvania  sec¬ 
tion  and  $190.00  in  the  New  York  Segaent. 

Hunting  effort  for  black  bear  on  project  land  was  not  evaluated,  vis: 

The  black  bear  is  also  indigenous  to  the  vicinity 
of  the  project;  however,  since  its  use  of  project 
lands  is  probably  incidental,  hunter-use  of  this 
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sptciH  will  wet  bt  mluttd. 

Tht  May  9,  1961  FWS  aubatantlatlng  report  provided  only  minimal  discus - 
aloo  of  tka  aatlclpatod  affaeta  of  project  construction  on  terrestrial 
wildlife  habitat  and  aaaoclatad  hunting  opportunity.  Mo  eonaldoratlon 
waa  afforded  to  poaalble  adverae  lwpacta  on  wildlife  habitat  located  with¬ 
in  the  5-year  flood  pool  tone  or  to  other  landa  altuated  above  the  summer 
conaervatlon  pool  [elevation  404  ■  (1,328  ft))  aubject  to  periodic  inun¬ 
dation.  Predict Iona  of  adverae  lapaeta  on  wildlife  habitat  and  hunting 
opportunity  were  reatrlcted  to  landa  expected  to  under-go-  prolonged 
annual  Inundation,  via: 

Development  of  Allegheny  Keaervolr  will  reault  in 
phyalcal  loaa  of  approximately  10,640  acraa  of  wild¬ 
life  habitat  due  to  prolonged  annual  Inundation. 

Of  thla,  only  about  6,534  acrea  preaently  aupport 
recreational  hunting  uae,  alnce  about  3,350  acrea 
of  the  affected  area  He  within  the  Allegany  Kaeer- 
vatloa  and  about  527  acrea  lie  within  the  Corap lan- 
ter  Reservation  where  recreational  hunting  la  prac¬ 
tically  non-exlatant.  The  loaa  of  recreational 
hunting  due  to  land  Inundation  la  eatinated  to 
about  1,600  nan -day a  of  deer  hunting,  380  nan-daya 
of  turkey  hunting,  and  about  378  nan-daya  of  aaall 
gaaa  hunting  annually. 


A  a unwary  of  TVS  predlctlona  of  anticipated  habitat  loaa  attributed  to 
project  construction  la  preaented  In  (Table  4).  Overall  loaaea  of  ter- 
reatrlal  wildlife  habitat  within  the  project  lnpact  area  were  predicted 
to  aaount  to  4,233  ha  (10,640  ac),  or  approximately  54  percent  of  the 
total  project  lnpact  area.  Habitat  loaaea  were  expected  to  be  wore 
aevere  In  the  Pennaylvania  aeetor  (78  percent)  than  in  Mew  York  (33  percent). 

Xa^ lamentation  of  the  project  alao  waa  expected  to  reault  In  a  aubatan- 
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tlal  realignment  of  the  eo^oiltion  of  lend  ownership  remaining  within 
tho  project  Impact  oroo.  VI eh  tho  project  in  plnco,  tho  proportion  of 
project  lands  controlled  by  Indian  nations  (primarily  within  tha  Allegany 
Indian  Kaaanratlon  In  Vow  York)  would  Increase  from  49  percent  to  43 
percent  and  tha  proportion  of  lands  regaining  In  non-Indian  ownership 
would  decline  free  51  percent  to  37  percent.  This  chenge  In  the  pattern 
of  land  ownership  would  further  reduce  recreational  hunting  on  the  ro¬ 
ws  Inin  g  project  lands,  as  recreational  hunting  Intensity  was  historically 
lower  on  Indian  reservation  lands. 


However,  the  May  9,  1961  TVS  substantiating  report  suggested  that  changes 
In  land  use  associated  with  project  construction  would  tend  to  partially 
offset  expected  adverse  Impacts  on  wildlife  habitat  within  tha  project 
Inpact  area,  via: 

Two  aajor  changes  will  occur  In  and  adjacent  to  the 
reservoir  area  which  will  offset,  to  an  undetermined 
extend,  the  losa  of  the  favorable  Influence  the  Al¬ 
legheny  liver  valley  now  exerts  on  the  wildlife  po¬ 
pulation  of  tha  surrounding  area:  (1)  reservoir 
clearing  betwean  the  suaner  pool  elevation  and  ele¬ 
vation  1,333  will  provide  about  950  acres  of  open 
area  distributed  unlforwly  throughout  the  valley 
area;  and  (2)  tha  reversion  of  open  land  to  woody 
growth,  resulting  from  land  aboodoonent  In  the  re¬ 
servoir  area,  will  be  highly  beneficial  to  aany 
forms  of  wildlife  particularly  early  In  the  pro¬ 
ject  Ufa. 

Alao,  an  Increase  of  hunting  effort  on  remaining  project  lands  was  anti¬ 
cipated  by  the  authors  of  the  May  9,  1961  TVS  substantiating  report,  vis: 

Since  project  construction  la  net  expected  to  sig¬ 
nificantly  alter  the  drawing  radius  of  area  hunters, 
the  loss  of  productive  wildlife  habitat  will  place 
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additional  banting  gras aura  on  th«  raaainlng  ra- 
sourcas  of  tba  araa. 


A  recapitulation  of  FHS  predictions  of  with- the- project  hunting  uao  la 
presented  In  Table  S.  Tba  total  nuaber  of  buntar  aan-days  on  tba  gro- 
ject  lagact  area  waa  expected  to  decline  by  approximately  46  gorcont 
with  tba  grojact  in  glaca,  aa  coagared  to  a  54  gorcont  reduction  In  ha¬ 
bitat.  Hunting  effort  for  white-tailed  deer  waa  exgected  to  auffer  the 
greateat  decline,  aoae  66  gorcont,  aa  coagared  to  a  predicted  decline  in 
hunting  effort  of  38  gareent  for  swell  gene  ard  a  22  gorcont  decline  for 
wild  turkey  hunting  effort. 


The  May  9,  1961  FVS  aubstantlatlng  regort  provided  a  brief  dlacuaalon  of 

aeaaures  which  could  be  undertaken  to  gartlally  offset  the  predicted 

loaa  of  hunting  effort  on  project  lands,  aa  follows: 

Due  to  the  existence  of  the  Alleghany  Hational  Forest, 
auch  of  the  reservoir  shoreline  in  Pennsylvania  will 
be  bounded  by  public  lands.  Because  national  Forest 
lands  are  available  for  public  use,  they  will  enhance 
the  recreational  value  of  the  reaervolr  considerably. 
Additional  selected  lands  should  be  purchased  along 
the  periphery  in  order  that  dovolopaonte  surrounding 
the  area  can  be  satisfactorily  regulated  through  pub¬ 
lic  ownership.  The  details  aa  to  exact  extent  and 
cost  of  repaired  land  acquisition  have  not  yet  been 
deteralned. . . 

Develogaent  of  Allegheny  Beservoir  will  have  both  de¬ 
trimental  and  beneficial  effects  on  wildlife  resources. 

The  uni fora  clearing  of  950  acres  of  land  on  the  re¬ 
servoir  periphery  will  provide  the  aeana  by  which 
good  interageraion  of  wildlife  habitat  can  be  grovlded 
throughout  e  considerable  length  of  the  reservoir  area. 
However,  in  order  to  aalntaln  this  cleared  area  in  a 
state  of  high  productivity,  it  should  be  kept  in 
grasses  and  herbaceous  vegetation  insofar  as  possible. 
Maintained  In  this  aanner,  this  area  weald  then  aasrt 
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a  beneficial  Influence  on  foreat  gene  species  of 
che  aurroundlng  area.  In  addition,  bank  flsher- 
aan  would  be  able  Co  utilise  wore  fully  che  reser¬ 
voir  periphery. 

It  is  not  thought  that  loaa  of  hunting  opportunities 
new  provided  by  the  6,534  acres  of  habitat  lost  could 
be  prevented  entirely.  Moreover,  due  to  the  nature 
of  the  general  tarraln,  it  would  not  be  feasible  to 
attsapt  full  cowpensatlon  for  the  loss  by  substitu¬ 
tion  of  other  forwa  of  hunting  opportunity.  However, 
the  loss  can  be  substantially  witigated,  and  econo - 
alcally  ao,  by  providing  accass  into  segments  of  the 
Allegheny  national  forest  which  are  now  inaccessible 
to  woat  huntara.  Two  large  blocks  of  such  inacces¬ 
sible  deer  range  lie  near  tha  project  area  on  the 
left  bank.  The  locations  of  these  areas,  Measuring 
about  3,700  to  6,000  acres  in  slse,  are  shown  in  the 
attached  wep.  (H.B.  "attached  wap"  not  available! 
These  areas  should  be  wade  accessible,  thereby  ob¬ 
taining  a  Measure  of  stitlgatlon,  and  we  have  been 
advised  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  that  existing  plana 
for  road  relocation  and  new  construction  will  pro¬ 
vide  the  desired  access. 
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Lu4«  providing  wildlife  habitat  within  tha  lamed  late  pro J act  fnpact 
araa  remaining  aftar  Impoundment  of  Alleghany  Laka  inclndad  ail  landa 
[3,672  ha  (9,073  ac)]  batwaan  iinaar*laka  conservation  pool  elevation 
404.8  a  (1,328  ft)  and  tha  top  of  tha  maximum  flood  control  pool  416  a 
(1,365  ft).  Approxinstsly  78  parcant,  2,858  ha  (7,062  ac),  of  tha  land 
araa  available  for  vi Id 11 fa  la  located  in  law  York  with  tha  roaalndar, 
814  ha  (2,011  ac),  located  in  Pennsylvania.  All  but  560  ha  (1,327  ac) 
of  project  land  within  tha  lwnadlata  project  lapact  area  in  lew  York  la 
located  within  the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation. 

All  project  lands  below  tha  five -year  flood  frequency  pool,  pine  sane 
additional  peripheral  lands  required  to  provide  public  access  and  for 
other  project  purposes,  wars  acquired  by  tha  Cl  in  foe  with  tha  excep¬ 
tion  of  Allegany  Indian  Reservation  landa  in  lew  York.  Only  flooding 
oaaesMnts  were  obtained  for  Allegany  Indian  Reservation  landa  in  Raw 
York  and  for  all  raanlnlng  lands  above  tha  five-year  flood  frequency 
pool  in  both  Pennsylvania  and  lew  York. 

Much  of  tha  land  originally  acquired  by  the  Cl  in  Pennsylvania  has  since 
bean  transferred  to  the  0.8.  Forest  Service  (USFS)  and  incorporated  with 
in  the  Allegheny  Rational  Forest.  This  land  transfer  was  node  passible 
by  a  formal  Menorsndun  of  Understanding  (MOO)  signed  an  August  13,  1964 
by  tha  Secretary  of  the  Axny  and  tha  Secretary  of  Agriculture*  The  MOO 
dealt  with  tha  planning,  development  and  nanaganent  of  recreation  and 


ether  rtltM  land  nwg— — t  activities  associated  with  tha  Alltgba; 
Ukt  project  (19).  A  total  of  4,619  ha  (11,405  ac)  of  CK  purchased  land 
had  baan  t ran* far rad  to  tha  8871  prior  to  1973  (11). 

tjr  1980,  CB  land  holdings  within  tha  in*  adiata  project  impact  araa  con- 
aiatad  of  1,073  ha  (2,651  ac).  Only  a  slog La  100  ha  (246  ac)  tract  at 
tha  Kiowa  Dan  aita  la  lacatad  within  Fanasylvaaia.  Tha  ranalnlag  land 
araa,  973  ha  (2,405  ac),  consist#  of  12  parcels  of  land  ranging  fro* 
lass  than  0.5  ha  (1  ac)  to  259  ha  (640  ac)  located  on  tha  state  of  law 
lock.  Each  of  tha  parcels  in  Maw  York  narks  a  location  where  tha  lake 
Laval  at  narinu*  flood  pool  extends  beyond  tha  borders  of  tha  Allegany 
Indian  kaservatlen. 

For  nanagaaant  purposes,  tha  CB  has  classified  these  lands  as  wild  areas 
(73  percent)  wildlife  nanagaaant  areas  (20  percent)  or  esthetic  nonage* 
nest  areas  (7  percent). 

Oe-tha-grouad  naaagaaant  by  the  CB  for  wildlife  resources  has  bean  ex* 
treacly  United.  CB  wildlife  aanag— snt  efforts  have  bean  directed  prl- 
narily  to  naasuras  designed  to  protect  lands  fro*  overknee  and  to  allow 
tha  vegetation  cover  to  seek  equilibria*  through  natural  succession. 

Tha  snail  else  and  wide  dispersal  of  tha  areas  discourages  their  intan* 
slva  nanagaaant  specifically  for  hunting.  Sana  effort  has  baan  aada  to 
enhance  populations  of  aon-gaaa  wildlife  species.  Per  exsnpla,  appro xi- 
netaly  43  bine  bird  nesting  boxes  have  baan  installed  by  tha  CB  at  stem* 


taglc  locations  oa  project  loads. 

Poet-iapoundnant  hunter  ourvey  data  has  not  haaa  obtaiaod  by  tbs  CB, 
therefore,  It  is  not  possible  to  provide  estimates  of  huater-use  aade 
specifically  on  the  snail  parcels  of  CB  naaated  land.  However,  sene 
indication  of  post-lnpoondnent  inpact  of  the  Alleghany  Lake  project  oa 
banting  pressure  is  available  froa  lands  contiguous  to  the  lake  in  both 
Pennsylvania  and  Hew  York. 

Lands  nanaaed  by  the  WW  1 

Project  lands  in  Pennsylvania  transferred  by  the  CB  to  the  BSPS  were 
later  consolidated  with  coatlguoas  Allegheny  Motional  Forest  lands  by 
the  BSPS  to  fern  a  single  naaageaeat  unit  designated  as  the  Allegheny 
Beservolr  Composite  (Figure  I).  this  nuch  larger  project  lepact  area 
consists  of  a  total  of  34,274  ha  (84,691  ae)  and  inalodes  36,735  ha 
(75,944  ac)  of  land  and  3,540  ha  (6,747  ac)  of  water  (Phillip  D.  Heston, 
Jr.,  Hlldllfe  Biologist,  B8F8,  pers.  conn.,  1981). 

Federal  agency  responsibility  for  wildlife  resource  nanagenent  on  the 
Allegheny  liver  Coupe site  was  vested  with  the  Allegheny  Motional  Forest. 
Adninistratlon  of  the  wildlife  —nags— tat  progran  conducted  on  the  area 
by  Allegheny  National  Forest  Service  personnel  was  carried  out  in  close 
cooperation  with  the  Pennsylvania  Gene  Ceaelsslon  (POC)  under  terns  of 
a  MOD  executed  by  the  P6C  and  the  BSPS  (12). 

Wildlife  nan  eg —ant  within  the  Allegh— y  liver  Ccnpsslte  area  is  fully 
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Integrated  with  contiguous  Allegheny  Motional  Poreet  holdings.  Major 
wildlife  aanageaent  considerations  and  objectives  In  effect  throughout 
die  entire  Allegheny  Metlonel  Forest  Include  the  following  (13): 

1.  Project  endangered  end  threatened  spec lea. 

2.  Provide  habitat  to  Maintain  reasonable  population  for  native 
gana  and  fish  and  non-gssM  and  fish  species  for  both  eoosuap- 
tive  and  non-consunptive  uses. 

3.  Encourage  the  Pennsylvania  Gene  Censdseion  to  regulate  the 
else  of  the  deer  herd  to  provide  e  population  coapatlbla  with 
the  desired  habitat  conditions,  Maintain  an  Leal  quality,  and 
aininise  conflict  with  other  resource  nanagenent. 

4.  Provide,  in  cooperation  with  state  agencies,  areas  suitable 
to  the  varying  needs,  interests,  and  skills  of  the  pub lie- - 
the  intent  being  to  retain  soon  areas  for  quality  of  expe¬ 
rience  rather  than  solely  for  nuabers  of  participants. 

3.  Use  appropriate  tiaber  aanageaent  activities  to  enhance  wild¬ 
life  habitat  conditions. 

6.  la  regenerating  stands  of  tiaber,  neniadae  the  edge  effect. 

7.  Extended  rotations  will  be  planned  for  10%  of  the  forested 
areas.  Mass  producing  stands  will  have  first  priority  for 
rotation  extension. 

8.  Coniferous  and  broad leaf  evergreen  cover  should  be  provided 
on  up  to  10%  of  the  forested  area  of  the  forest. 

9.  Mo  aore  than  20%  of  a  conpsrtnant  area  should  receive  a  re¬ 
generation  cut  during  a  cutting  cycle  of  10  years. 

10.  A  range  of  froa  1  to  3%  of  the  land  in  each  coapartaant 
should  be  established  in  one -to- five  acre  openings  near 
springs,  seeps,  streans,  or  other  sources  of  water. 

The  aost  abundant  wildlife  species  present  within  the  Allegheny  taser- 
volr  Coup  os its  ere  the  white-tailed  deer,  bear,  turkey  and  squirrel. 
Other  species  present  are  ruffed  grouse,  snowsboe  hare,  cottontail  rab¬ 
bit,  fox,  raccoon,  wood  cock  and  wood  duck.  Two  blue  karroo  rookeries. 
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<t« raging  approximately  20  ha  (50  ae)  each,  are  located  on  the  area. 
Migrating  waterfowl  alao  uaa  Allegheny  Lake  for  reating.  Sightings  of 
the  bald  eagla  have  bean  reported  occasionally,  bet  no  nesting  on  the 
area  has  been  documented . 

Estimates  of  hsnting  pressure  have  been  made  annually  by  the  USFS  from 
1970  through  1979.  These  estimates  were  obtained  in  conjunction  with 
overall  recreational  use  statistics  collected  and  published  as  computer 
printouts  under  the  Forest  Service  Information  Management  (UN)  program. 

Under  this  system,  the  use  data  is  reported  as  the  number  of  visitor 
days  expended  for  any  given  recreational  activity.  A  "visitor  day,"  as 
defined  by  the  08 FS  represents  a  12-hour  period,  and  thus,  may  include 
more  than  a  single  recreational  occasion  or  trip. 

In  order  to  provide  data  comparable  to  that  provided  by  the  TVS  pre- 
ImpounhMnt  reports,  the  number  of  hunting  visitor  days  reported  in  the 
RIM  printout  were  converted  to  man-days  based  on  the  average  number  of 
hours  actually  spent  in  the  field  by  hunters  on  any  single  occasloo. 
Beaed  on  information  provided  by  Allegheny  National  Forest  personnel,  a 
big  game  hunting  trip  averaged  A. 9  hours,  small  gams  hunting  trip,  4.4 
hours  and  a  waterfowl  hunting  trip,  4.0  hours. 

A  summary  of  hunting  man-days  use  extracted  from  the  RIM  computer  print¬ 
outs  from  1970  through  1979  is  presented  in  Table  6. 

Baaed  on  the  RIM  eomputer  pri.'*'mt  data,  as  average  of  141,200  poet- 
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i^poomtaenC  bunting  Mu-days  for  big  gam  and  aaall  gam  spsclas  were 
•atlmted  annually  from  1970  through  1979  on  the  30,757  ha  (76,000  ac) 
of  land  within  the  Allegheny  Reservoir  Composite  area  aanaged  by  OSFS. 

The  lowest  annual  hunting  pressure  was  recorded  In  1970  (16,100  man-days) 
and  the  highest  In  1979  (363,300  aac-days).  This  level  of  hunting  pres¬ 
sure  Is  equivalent  to  an  average  annual  hunting  pressure  of  5.2  men-daya/ 
ha  (2.12/ac)  and  ranged  froa  e  low  of  0.5  nan-days /ha  (0.2/ac)  In  1971 
to  e  high  of  11.9  nan-days/ha  (4.8/ac)  In  1979. 

Analysis  of  PCC  collected  hunting  effort  survey  data  pertinent  to  the 
two  Pennsylvania  counties  In  which  the  project  Is  located  (McKean  and 
Warren  counties)  suggested  that  hunting  pressure  on  the  project  area, 
although  substantial,  was  probably  such  lower  than  Indicated  by  the 
USFS  RIM  computer  printouts.  These  PGC  surveys  were  conducted  during 
the  aid- 1970 's  In  each  county  In  Pennsylvania.  Hunting  Intensity  on 
the  Allegheny  Lake  project  Inpact  lands  were  considered  to  be  comparable 
with  values  obtained  frcai  the  county-wide  survey  data  collected  by  the 
PGC  (William  Shope,  Wildlife  Biologist,  PGC,  pars,  comb.,  1981). 

Baaed  on  hunting  Intensity  and  land  area  relationships  as  presented  In 
Table  7,  the  project  Impact  area  supported  an  estlmted  26,745  hunter 
man-days/yeer  during  poet -Impoundment  years.  This  level  of  hunting  ef¬ 
fort  Is  equivalent  to  0.87  nan-days /ha/year  (0.35/ac/yaar)  as  compared 
to  the  5.2  man-days/ha/year  (2 . 12/ac/year)  estimate  derived  from  the 
OSFS  RIM  data. 
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Lands  Managed  bv  the  Sjagcg  lUtloo  of  InJlmi  (Maw  York) 

Lands  suitable  for  wildlife  within  the  project  inpact  area  in  Vew  York 
are  situated  a  Laos t  entirely  within  the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation 
which  is  administered  by  the  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians.  The  Seneca  Na¬ 
tion  of  Indiana  exercises  complete  autonomy  over  hunting,  fishing  and 
other  wildlife-oriented  activities  on  reservation  lands  and  that  portion 
of  Allegheny  Lake  contiguous  to  the  reservation.  The  eras  of  project 
within  the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation  impact  comprises  some  2,298  ha 
(5,678  ac). 

Management  of  wildlife  populations  and/or  wildlife  habitat  on  reserva¬ 
tion  lands  has  bean  minimal  since  impoundment  of  Allegheny  Lake.  The 
primary  management  thrust  has  been  directed  to  la? roving  lake  access, 
boating  and  ramping  facilities,  and  related  recreational  amenities. 

Special  licenses  must  be  obtained  from  the  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians  to 
hunt  or  fish  on  Allegany  Indian  Resarvatlon  lands  and  waters.  Free  li¬ 
censes  are  available  to  reservation  residents  end  other  members  of  the 
Seneca  Nation  of  Indians.  Non- Indians  must  purchase  licenses  from  the 
Seneca  Nation  of  Indians  to  hunt  or  fish.  Authorisation  for  licensing 
non -mamba rs  of  the  Nation  was  provided  by  the  D.S.  Congress  in  the  Act 
of  August  31,  196A  (78  stat.  738). 

Unfortunately,  records  of  the  number  of  licenses  issued  in  post-impound¬ 
ment  years  are  available  only  sporadically  for  a  few  years  (1973-1980). 

A  tabulation  of  the  available  license  sale  data,  obtained  from  the 
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Clarks  Of flea  of  cha  Seneca  Ration  of  Indiana,  is  pros an tad  in  Tafcla  8. 

Oaring  the  last  two  years ,  license  data  was  available  (1978-79  and  1979- 
80),  an  average  of  228  banting  licenses  ware  sold  to  non-Indians  and 
180  free  banting  licenses  ware  issued  to  residents  of  the  Allegany 
Indian  Reservation.  An  additional  of  112  combination  banting  and  fish¬ 
ing  licenses  were  issaed  to  residents  of  the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation 
in  1979-1980. 

Dae  to  a  lack  of  pertinent  annual  banting  frequency  date,  it  is  diffi¬ 
cult  to  provide  a  fins  estimate  of  hunter  nan-day  ase  on  the  Allegany 
Indian  Reservation.  However,  assuming  s  mini—  estimated  value  of  7.5 
hunting  man-days  per  year  per  licensed  hunter,  the  223  non-Indian  li¬ 
cense  holders  would  have  spent  an  average  of  1,673  hunting  man-days  per 
year  on  reservation  lands  end  the  180  Indian  license  holders  would  have 
spent  an  estimated  1,350  man-days  for  a  total  hunting  effort  of  appro¬ 
ximately  3,000  man-days  per  year  on  project  Impact  lands. 

This  minimum  estimate  of  3,000  amn-days  per  year  Ignores  additional 
hunting  effort  which  was  undoubtedly  exerted  by  the  individuals  who  ob¬ 
tained  a  combination  hunting/ fishing  license,  as  wall  as  sny  hunting 
effort  exerted  by  unlicensed  individuals.  On  an  area  basis,  the  esti¬ 
mated  banting  effort  on  Allegany  Indian  Reservation  lands  within  the 
project  impact  area  amounts  to  a  minimum  of  1.3  hunting  man-days/ha 
(0.53/ee). 
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Wildlife  resources  planning  for  the  Allegheny  project  was  eo* Heated  by 
the  involvement  of  an  onuaoally  large  number  of  political  eatitiee  and 
agencies  with  diverse  and  often  conflicting  statutory  prerogatives  and 
program  objectives.  The  principal  agencies  within  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  included  the  TVS,  DBFS,  the  CB  and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 
State  agencies  included  the  Mew  York  Department  of  Conservation  (MYDC), 
the  Allegany  State  Forks  and  Recreation  Commission  (Mew  York),  the 
Pennsylvania  Game  Commission  and  the  Pennsylvania  Fish  Commission.  The 
Seneca  Motion  of  Indians  also  was  involved  as  almost  all  of  the  project 
impact  area  in  Mew  York  was  located  within  the  Allogamy  Indian  Reserva¬ 
tion  or  on  loads  owned  by  members  of  the  Seneca  Motion  of  Indiana. 

County  governmental  agencies  in  two  counties  in  Pennsylvania  (McKean  and 
Warren  counties)  and  Cattaraugus  county  in  Mew  York  were  marginally  in¬ 
volved. 

The  National  Park  Service  (MPS)  was  Involved  briefly  with  the  planning 
process  in  conjunction  with  a  proposal  that  the  project  Impact  area  be 
administered  by  the  MPS  as  a  National  Recreation  Area  (14).  This  pro* 
posal  was  later  withdrawn  because  of  the  opposition  of  the  Seneca  Ration 
of  Indiana  and  the  State  of  Mew  York. 

As  the  principal  landowner  immediately  adjacent  to  the  project  in  Penn¬ 
sylvania  fee  DSFS  became  intimately  involved  wife  wildlife  resources 
planning  for  fee  project,  vis  (15): 


Dm  fwiit  Service  rtmnlm  that  the  Plah  and  WU- 
Ilfa  Barrie*  re c— ends  a  Oaaaral  Plan  for  fiah  and 
rlldlif*  davalopna at*  only  whan  specified  land*  rill 
ha  owned  and  managed  primarily  for  wildlife  by  aithar 
tha  Plah  and  Wlldllfo  Barrie*  or  tha  affaetad  ftata 
fi  agency.  Because  any  national  forast  lands  to  ba 
dedicated  primarily  to  wlldllfo  will  bo  administered 
by  tha  Porost  Barrie*  wadar  a  eooparatlro  agra— ant 
with  tha  Paansylranla  Oana  Ctadulon  or  Paansylranla 
Plah  Coanisslon,  tha  Porast  Barrie*  la  not  expected 
to  ba  a  co-slpter  of  tha  Oaaaral  Plan,  However,  ba- 
eanaa  tha  athalnlstratlan  and  nanaganant  of  lands 
under  tha  Plan  nay  affect  dec la ions  on  nanaganant 
of  certain  national  forest  lands,  tha  Perest  Barrie* 
requests  that  It  ba  consulted  at  tha  tins  tha  Gene¬ 
ral  Plan  is  dare loped. 


As  the  land  agency  for  wildlife  resources  planning  for  tha  Alleghany 
project,  tha  PW8  was  responsible  for  the  coordination  of  nulti-agoncy 
planning  efforts  and  for  tha  submission  of  project  planning  reports  to 
tha  Cl.  PWS  planning  actlrltlas  were  Initiated  early  In  calendar  year 
1956,  with  a  series  ef  Introductory  conferences  held  with  tha  MYDC,  PGC 
OTPS,  and  tha  Cl.  Appropriate  field  Imres tl rations  were  undertaken  la 
co-operation  with  the  affected  agendas  which  provided  an  evaluation  of 
wildlife  habitat  and  papulations  and  astlnates  of  hunting  use  on  pro¬ 
ject  affected  lands  (Id). 


Data  acquired  during  this  field  Investigation  stage  subsequently  war* 
Incorporated  by  tha  PWS  la  a  draft  project  report  dated  August,  1958, 
which  was  submitted  to  tha  CB  Septauber  10,  1958  (5).  This  PWS  report 
contained  a  ccaprahanslve  appraisal  of  pre-lap  new  dnant  wildlife 
resources  available  within  tha  project  lapact  area  including  a  descrip¬ 
tion  of  habitat,  wildlife  population  densities  and  banting  pressure. 


The  report  predicted  that  a  substantial  redact loo  of  wildlife  populations 
and  aaeoclated  hunting  uaa  would  occur  within  the  project  impact  area 
as  a  result  of  habitat  loss  and  dagradation  associated  with  the  impound - 
■ant  of  Allegheny  Lake.  Ho  numerical  es&lmat as  of  poet-lnpoundnent  hun¬ 
ter  nan-days  loss  and.  or  associated  aonetary  values  were  Included  in  the 
August,  1956,  FWS  report. 

The  August,  1958  FWS  report  emphasised  that  in-kind  roplacsannt  of  the 
predicted  post-project  losses  of  wildlife  populations  and  associated 
recreation  use  was  not  possible.  However,  the  report  contained  recom- 
nsndatlons  which  appeared  to  be  appropriate  for  achieving  at  least  par¬ 
tial  mitigation  of  project  occasioned  wildlife  resource  losses. 

For  example,  one  such  recommendation  stipulated  that  the  CE  acquire  and 
develop  nine  sub- impoundments  within  the  project  Impact  area.  These 
areas  comprised  a  total  of  approximately  810  ha  (2,000  ac)  Including 
397  ha  (981  ac)  of  water  surface  and  413  ha  (1,021  ac)  of  surrounding 
land.  Another  recommendation  required  that  all  existing  gas  and  oil 
wells  within  the  project  sites  be  sealed.  The  report  also  recommended 
that  Incidentally  acquired  project  lands  suitable  for  wildlife  be  opened 
for  public  hunting  and  that  the  state  fish  and  game  agencies  of  Hew  York 
and  Pennsylvania  be  authorised  to  administer  these  lands  for  fish  and 
wildlife  management  purposes. 

There  was  an  extended  delay  between  the  submission  of  the  Initial  FWS 
draft  report  on  September  10,  1958,  and  the  subadssion  of  the  final  FWS 


report  Co  the  CK  in  Hoy  9,  1961.  Several  significant  events  oc cured  du¬ 
ring  this  interim  period  which  contributed  to  the  delay.  Litigation  was 
In  process  the  latter  part  of  1958  through  aid  1959  which  prevented  the 
CK  froa  undertaking  any  activities  connected  with  planning  or  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  project.  The  refusal  of  the  Supreaa  Court  on  July  26,  1959, 
to  review  a  lower  court  decision  upholding  the  Govemaents  right  to 
flood  lands  owned  by  the  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians  peraitted  a  resumption 
of  the  project  related  activities  by  the  CK. 

Additional  delays  were  engendered  by  the  MTDC  discovery  that  developaent 
of  the  sub-lapoundaents  as  recoaaended  in  the  August,  1958  FVS  report 
was  not  feasible  because  of  unfavorable  composition  of  soils  underlying 
the  proposed  sub-impoundment  sites. 


A  conference,  attended  by  the  principal  state  and  federal  agencies  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  Allegheny  project,  was  convened  by  the  VWS  June  7,  1960, 
In  Warren,  Pennsylvania.  Each  agency  presented  a  list  of  recommendations 
concerning  wildlife  resources  as  follows  (17): 

A.  Forest  Service : 

1.  That  project  authorisation  be  amended  to  allow 
purchase  of  lands  and  authorised  expenditure  of 
funds  for  other  measures  to  preserve  or  develop 
fish  and  wildlife  resources  and  recreational 
opportunities  based  thereon. 

2.  That  private  lands  in  warrant  3,711  and  lots  66 
and  96  be  acquired  to  prevent  loss  of  wildlife 
production  due  to  Inundation  of  other  habitat. 

The  extent  to  which  acquisition  and  development 
of  these  532  acres  would  mitigate  loss  of  other 
habitat  has  not  bean  determined.  Estimated  pvo- 
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ject  coats  for  this  auiort  amount  to  $32,000 
for  teqaliltlon  and  $20,000  for  Initial  dtri- 
lopment. 

3.  That  50  well-distributed  one-acre  opening*  on 
Fora at  Service  land  and  50  one-acre  evergreen 
plantings  should  be  established  to  further  mi¬ 
tigate  loss  of  production  due  to  loss  of  habi 
tat  inundated.  Extent  of  mitigation  to  be 
achieved  by  this  measure  at  an  Initial  cost  of 
$12,500  has  not  bsen  determined. 

4.  That  new  roads  be  properly  located  and  construc¬ 
ted  with  turn-outs  every  600  feet  to  prevent 
loss  of  hunter-recreation  opportunity  due  to 
destruction  of  existing  access  facilities.  This 
is  also  a  tool  for  proper  nanag ament  of  big 
game,  as  is  the  present  road  system.  The  ex¬ 
tent  to  which  loss  of  hunting  opportunity  and 
big  game  management  facilities  would  be  mitiga¬ 
ted  by  the  measures  proposed  has  not  been 
determined. 

B.  Hew  York  Conservation  Department: 

1.  Prevention  of  loss  of  wildlife  production  and 
hunting  opportunities  will  need  to  be  accom¬ 
plished  through  mitigation  measures  applied  out¬ 
side  the  project  area  but  within  the  watershed. 
This  is  be causa  the  Indian  Ration  controls  re¬ 
servoir  lands  in  that  portion  within  Hew  York 
state.  Also,  all  sites  at  which  sub-lspound- 
ments  for  public  fishing  areas  and  wildlife 
marshes  might  have  been  developed  within  the 
reservoir  limits  were  investigated  and  proved  to 
be  unfeasible  because  of  underlying  porous  gra¬ 
vel  deposits  which  would  make  development  cents 
prohibitive.  Vildllfe  losses  will  largely  be 
thoce  associated  with  upland  gams.  The  amount 
of  loss  has  not  been  evaluated.  The  Quaker  Run 
development,  in  which  the  Paries  Division  is  inte¬ 
rested,  may  increase  wildlife  losses. 

2.  The  State  desires  to  develop  and  lap  rove  habitat 
for  upland  game  and  waterfowl  in  areas  outside 
project  limits  to  mitigate  or  compensate  for 
upland  gasm  losses.  Indian  lands  are  presently 
open  to  hunting,  end  although  a  fee  ie  charged. 
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It  is  net  such  as  to  deter  anyone  fron  hunting 
there  who  wishes  te.  It  would  appear  reason* 
able  to  evaluate  use  of  these  lends  as  a  part 
of  the  existing  gene  habitat  end  hunting  oppor¬ 
tunity  which  will  be  leet  through  Inundation. 

C.  The  Pennsylvania  Gene  Connies loo: 

1.  The  Measures  proposed  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Ser¬ 
vice,  generally  speaking  will  be  adequate  to 
prevent  loss  and  prasote  development  of  wild¬ 
life,  although  the  recounsnded  aaount  of  land  to 
be  acquired  (532  acres)  should  be  Increased  to 
1,000  or  even  1,500  acres.  They  have  not  eva¬ 
luated  the  Magnitude  of  losses  nor  the  aMount  of 
Mitigation  which  the  proposed  Measures  would 
aceeapllsh. 


A  draft  report  on  the  fish  and  wildlife  resources  of  the  Alleghany  pro¬ 
ject  was  circulated  to  appropriate  agencies  by  the  FWS  on  April  10,  1961. 
This  draft  FVS  report  contained  nine  specific  reconsMsadatlons,  two  of 
which  were  directly  pertinent  to  wildlife  resources.  These  two  recon- 
nendatlons  Included  requests  for  land  acquisition  to  Mitigate  predicted 
wildlife  habitat  loss  duo  to  lapoundsMnt  and  for  the  construction  of 
roads  within  the  project  iapact  area  to  lnprove  hunter  access. 


After  receipt  of  consents,  the  final  FWS  report  was  submitted  to  the  CE 
the  following  aonth  (May  9,  1961).  This  final  FWS  report  consisted  of 
a  brief  5-page  letter  report  signed  by  the  Director  of  the  FVS  along 
with  a  nore  detailed  substantiating  report  (6,  7). 


The  May  9,  1961  FVS  final  report  concluded  that  the  significant  loss  of 
hunting  opportunity  predicted  as  a  result  of  project  dovolopnant  would 
be  offset  by  lap roved  hunter  access  expected  as  a  result  of  the  CE's 
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road  relocation  plana  and  by  future  US  PS  road  construction  on  Alleghany 
National  forest  lands.  Also,  the  final  TVS  report  concluded  that  par¬ 
tial  mitigation  of  wildlife  habitat  losses  expected  as  a  result  of  im¬ 
poundment  could  be  accommodated  by  allowing  state  fish  and  wildlife 
agencies  to  manage  incidentally  acquired  project  lands  in  lieu  of  pur¬ 
chasing  specific  wildlife  mitigation  lands  as  recommended  in  the  earlier 
April  10,  1961  draft  report. 


Only  two  formal  recommendation  concerning  wildlife  resources  were  sub¬ 
mitted  in  the  May  9,  1961  FWS  final  report.  These  recommendations  were 
general  in  nature  and  did  not  provide  adequate  guidance  as  to  specific 
smasure  appropriate  for  the  protection  and/or  mitigation  of  anticipated 
wildlife  resource  losses,  vis: 

1.  That  all  agendas  whose  responsibilities  for  resource 
management  relate  them  to  the  Allegheny  River  Re¬ 
servoir  project,  including  the  New  York  Department 
of  Conservation,  Pennsylvania  Gama  Commission, 

Pennsylvania  Pish  Commission,  U.S.  Forest  Service, 

Rational  Park  Service,  Seneca  Indian  Nation,  this 
Bureau,  and  any  other  appropriate  agencies  or 
groups,  meet  to  consider  at  the  proper  tlsm  a  for¬ 
mulation  of  a  reservoir  land  use  plan  under  the 
coordinating  leadership  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
which  will  include,  among  other  things;  reservoir 
sonlng  for  fishing,  boating,  and  other  uses; 
management  of  peripheral  reservoir  lands,  development 
of  adequate  sites  for  fishing  use  in  New  York  and 
Pennsylvania,  supplementing  those  now  planned  by  the 
Corps;  stream  temperatures  to  be  maintained  in  river 
at  the  dam;  additional  public  access  to  Alleghany 
River  on  right  bank  between  Kin sue  Dam  and  Tidloute; 
extended  fishing  seasons;  reciprocal  fishing  license 
agreements;  location  and  adequacy  of  access  areas; 
and  mitigation  of  habitat  losses  due  to  inundation. 

2.  That  reasonable  additional  modifications  compatible 
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with  primary  purposes  of  the  project  be  made  in  pro¬ 
ject  facilities  or  operations,  subsequent  to  comple¬ 
tion  of  construction,  aa  nay  be  desirable  to  obtain 
— 1 over  all  project  benefits,  on  the  basis  of 
follow-up  studies  by  this  Bureau  to  improve  or  sup¬ 
plement  measures  taken  for  the  conservation  and  de- 
velopawnt  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

The  specific  recosawndation  contained  in  the  April  10,  1961  draft  report 

whtch  called  for  land  acquisition  to  provide  for  habitat  mitigation  and 

for  road  construction  to  Jirprove  hunter  access  within  the  project  impact 

area  were  omitted  in  the  final  May  9,  1961  FVS  report. 


It  was  apparent  from  a  review  of  available  correspondence  commenting  on 
the  draft  of  April  10,  1961  FVS  draft  report  that  the  FVS  capitulated 
to  CB  objections  to  inclusion  of  spsdflc  recommendations  for  purchase 
of  mitigation  lands.  The  CB  objection  to  the  April  10,  1961  F VS  draft 
report  recosawndation  for  land  acquisition  was  displayed  in  an  April  21, 
1961  Memorandum  from  the  District  Engineers  addressed  to  the  Chief, 
Division  of  Technical  Services,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Services,  vis  (18): 

(1)  As  indicated  in  Coawent  on  recommendations  2,  4,  5,  6, 

7  and  8  data  furnished  in  your  report,  presently 
planned  project  features  provide  an  adequate  re¬ 
placement  for  the  existing  fish  and  wildlife  resource 
as  well  ss  substantial  improvements  in  some  aspects 
of  the  resource.  Under  these  circumstances  addi¬ 
tional  Congressional  authorisation  would  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  develop  additional  resource  potential  for 
the  project. 


Apparently,  accepting  this  CB  conclusion  at  face  value,  the  FVS  subse¬ 
quently  omitted  any  specific  recommendation  for  land  acquisition  in  the 
final  May  9,  1961  FVS  report.  The  rationalisation  offered  by  the  FVS 
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for  delating  the  specific  red 


ids t ions  for  Land  acquisition  and 


development  urns  presented  in  a  May  12,  1961  M— or endue  from  tba  Chiaf, 

Division  of  Technical  Sarvica  to  the  Director,  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries 

and  Wildlife,  as  follows  (19): 

After  receiving  all  comments,  our  conclusions  were 
such  that  all  recommendations  involving  expenditure 
of  funds  were  withdrawn;  it  did  not  sees  necessary, 
therefore,  to  have  Congress  consider  amending  the 
authorisation  to  include  fish  and  wildlife  conser¬ 
vation  and  development  as  a  project  purpose... 

Since  wildlife  habitat  losses  are  fairly  small  and 
the  Corps  insists  it  would  need  to  hold  public 
hearings  and  get  Congressional  authorization  to  ac¬ 
quire  added  lands,  even  for  mitigation,  we  have  de¬ 
leted  this  recommendation  end  have  included  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  mitigating  habitat  losses  in  recommendation 
number  1  of  the  final  draft. 

Abandonment  of  the  April  10,  1961  TVS  draft  report  recommendation  for 

road  construction  to  Improve  hunter  access  within  the  project  impact 

was  rationalised  in  this  same  May  12,  1961  Memorandum,  as  follows: 

Recommendation  for  access  roads  to  provide  partial 
mitigation  for  loss  of  hunting  opportunities  has 
been  deleted  on  the  assurance  of  the  Corps  that  such 
access  has  already  been  provided  as  a  part  of  their 
road  relocation  plan. 


Accuracy  of  Predict lou 

The  Allegheny  project  impact  area,  as  defined  in  the  May  9,  1961  FWS 
final  report,  consisted  of  all  lands  and  water  below  the  designed  maxi¬ 
mum  flood  pool  elevation  416  m  (1,365  ft).  Without  the  project, the  im¬ 
pact  area  included  7,905  ha  (19,533  sc)  of  land.  With  the  project  in 
place,  terrestrial  habitat  within  the  immediate  project  impact  area 
would  be  reduced  by  some  54  percent  only  3,672  ha  (9,073  sc) .  Bunting 


effort  rai  expected  to  be  reduced  by  46  percent  (froa  5,169  sen-days  per 
year  without  the  project  to  2,811  san-days  per  year  with  the  project  in 
place). 

The  aost  severe  redaction  in  hunting  effort  within  the  imaedlate  project 
lap act  area  was  expected  to  occur  in  the  Pennsylvania  portion  (froa  4,290 
aan-days  per  year  without  the  project  to  2,253  man-days  per  year  with 
the  project  in  place).  Hunting  man-day  effort  for  white-tailed  deer  in 
the  Pennsylvania  sector  of  the  iapact  area  was  expected  to  experience  the 
aost  severe  decline  (78  percent  as  coapared  to  24  percent  for  wild  tur¬ 
key  and  46  percent  for  saall  gaae). 

However,  the  FVS  predicted  that  the  additional  hunting  effort  expected 
froa  iayroved  hunter  access  planned  for  contiguous  areas  of  the  Allegheny 
national  Forest  in  Pennsylvania  would  fully  coapensate  the  loss  of  hun¬ 
ts..  aen-days  incurred  in  the  laaediate  project  iapact  area.  An  analysis 
of  available  post-project  hunter  use  data  tended  to  verify  the  validity 
of  this  FWS  prediction.  For  example,  the  number  of  hunting  licenses 
sold  in  the  two  counties  bordering  the  project  (McKean  and  Warren 
counties)  in  post-project  years  averaged  some  20  percent  higher  than  in 
pre-project  years.  This  increase  in  hunting  license  sale  was  accoa- 
pllshed  in  spite  of  an  overall  huaan  population  decline  in  the  two 
counties  during  post-project  years  (Table  9). 

Further  indications  of  increased  post -Impoundment  hunting  pressure  was 
indicated  by  the  82  percent  increase  in  total  white-tailed  deer  harvest 
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(67  percent  for  antlered  doer)  recorded  by  the  PGC  during  poet-project 
years  (Table  10).  The  total  nuaber  of  white-tailed  deer  harvested  per 
license  also  increased  by  some  48  percent  (33  percent  for  antlered  deer) 
in  post-lj^oundnent  years,  suggesting  that  the  increase  noted  in  deer 
harvest  might  possibly  be  attributed  to  an  increase  in  deer  density  and/ 
or  improved  hunter  access  as  veil  as  to  an  Increase  in  overall  hunting 
effort. 

A  significant  amount  of  the  post-project  increase  in  hunting  effort  re¬ 
corded  by  the  PGC  for  the  two  county  area  in  Pennsylvania  undoubtedly 
occurred  within  the  Allegheny  National  Forest  in  close  proximity  to  the 
project.  This  portion  of  the  Allegheny  Forest  contains  excellent  wild¬ 
life  habitat,  particularly  for  white-tailed  deer. 

A  sure  modest  decline  (12  percent)  in  post-project  hunting  effort  was 
predicted  by  the  FWS  for  the  New  York  portion  of  the  project  Impact 
area,  along  with  a  33  percent  reduction  in  habitat.  Bunting  effort  in 
Hew  York  was  predicted  to  decline  from  an  average  of  879  hunter  man-days 
per  year  without  the  project  to  774  man-days  per  year  with  the  project 
in  place.  This  prediction  was  aot  supported  by  poet -impoundment  obser¬ 
vations.  Based  on  the  nuaber  of  bunting  licenses  Issued  by  the  Seneca 
Mat loo  of  Indian,  and  with  the  assunption  that  each  license  holder  hunted 
7.3  tines/year,  estimated  post-project  hunter  man-day  use  within  the  Mew 
York  sector  of  the  project  impact  area  was  substantially  higher  than  pre¬ 
dicted  in  the  May  9,  1961  FVS  final  report.  The  average  annual  poet-pro¬ 
ject  hunting  effort  estimate  of  3,M9  hunter  man-days  per  year 
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(including  1,350  aan-days  per  year  by  Indians  and  1,(73  nan-day*  par  yaar 
by  non-Indians)  was  a Inoat  four  tines  grantor  than  tha  774  nan-days  par 
yaar  predicted  by  the  FWS.  Considering  only  non-Indian  hunting  partici¬ 
pation,  post-project  hunting  effort  was  nore  than  twice  as  great  as 
predicted. 

In  fact,  the  estinatad  post-project  hunting  effort  expended  in  tha  Maw 
York  sector  alone  (3,000  aan-days/year)  was  greater  than  tha  2,811  nan- 
days  /year  predicted  by  the  FWS  for  the  entire  project  inpact  area  in 
both  New  York  and  Pennsylvania. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  the  substantially  lower  hunting  effort  assessed  by 
tha  FWS  for  the  Hew  York  segnent  [anountlng  to  only  0.2  nan-days/ha 
(0.08/ac)  as  coopered  to  1.2  nan-days/ha  (0.47/ac)  for  the  Pennsylvania 
sector  of  the  project  lapact  area]  reflected  the  questionable  onnisslon 
of  the  hunting  effort  exercised  by  residents  of  the  Allegany  Indian  Re¬ 
servation.  This  narrow  FWS  interpretation  of  wildlife  planning  report 
objectives,  l.e.  restriction  only  to  recreational  hunting  aspects  — 
appear*  to  be  completely  Inappropriate  for  satisfaction  of  fish  and 
wildlife  resource  planning  responsibilities  pertinent  to  water  resource 
developnent  projects. 


FISHERY  RESULTS  AMD  DISCUSSION 


Fishery  Resources  --  Pre-impoundment  Predlcttong  (wlthout-the-prolect) 
Fishery  resource  related  aspects  of  the  Allegheny  Lake  project  were  Ini¬ 
tially  described  In  the  August,  1958  FWS  report  (5).  Information  present¬ 
ed  In  this  detailed  August,  1958  FtfS  report  was  used  extensively  in  the 
subsequent  May  9,  1961  PWS  final  letter  report  (6)  and  May  9,  1961  FWS 
substantial  report  (7). 


Pre-impoundment  stream  fishery  resources  in  the  general  area  of  the  Alle¬ 
gheny  Lake  project  were  characterized  as  significant  in  all  reports.  The 
Allegheny  River,  in  particular,  supported  an  excellent  recreational  fish¬ 
ery  for  smallmouth  bass  and  other  highly  prized  warm  water  species  (7), 
Viz : 


The  Allegheny  River  posses  a  highly  significant  warm 
water  fishery  from  Kittanning,  about  35  miles  north¬ 
east  of  Pittsburg,  to  near  the  headwaters.  Many  lead¬ 
ing  fishery  biologists  consider  parts  of  this  river  to 
be  the  best  smallmouth  bass  stream  in  the  northeast. 
Because  of  its  comparative  remoteness  and  scenic  beauty, 
the  upper  reaches  of  the  river  attract  thousands  of 
fishermen.  Numerous  cabins  and  summer  cottages  have 
been  constructed  near  the  water's  edge  expressly  for 
fishing  purposes.  Fishing  enthusiasts  float  segments 
of  the  river  by  boat  and  canoe  to  reach  favorite  or 
otherwise  inaccessible  areas.  Of  local  importance 
is  the  business *f  selling  bait  or  renting  boats  and 
cabins  to  visiting  fishermen. 

Allegheny  River  is  principally  a  smallmouth  bass 
stream.  However,  other  species  such  as  muskellunge, 
walleyes,  rock  bass,  yellow  perch,  carp  and  suckers 
contribute  to  the  catch.  Each  year  some  trout,  pri¬ 
marily  brown  and  rainbow,  are  also  taken.  Fishing 
commences  in  early  spring  and  extends  into  late  fall. 
Fall  fishing  is  especially  popular  and  some  of  the 
season's  best  catches  are  made  at  that  time  of  year. 
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The  fish  population  in  tbo  Allegheny  River  between  Warren,  Pennsylvania 
and  the  proposed  Kinzua  Dan  site  was  sanpled  periodically  from  September, 
1958  through  August,  1960  by  seining,  rotenone  sampling  and  electro¬ 
fishing.  Sons  47  species  of  fish  representing  10  f sallies  were  collected 
during  the  survey  (20).  Minnows  (14  species  excluding  carp)  and  dartsrs 
(10  species)  were  the  aost  abundant  fishes  collected  during  the  survey. 

Of  the  fish  species  coaaonly  creeled  by  recreational  flsheraen,  the 
saallaouth  bass  was  by  far  tha  aost  abundant  species;  followed  in  des¬ 
cending  order  of  abundance  by:  suckers  (six  species)  puapklnseed  sun- 
fish,  rock  bass,  yellow  bullhead,  brown  bullhead,  yellow  perch,  walleye, 
auskellunge,  carp,  largeaouth  bass,  bluegill  and  brown  trout. 


Several  tributary  straaas  of  the  Allegheny  River  located  in  both  New 

York  and  Pennsylvania  supported  a  recreational  trout  fishery  (7),  viz: 

Many  of  the  streaas  tributary  to  the  Allegheny  River 
within  the  project  area  are  considered  trout  waters. 

Of  significance  are  Kinzua  Creek,  Sugar  Run,  and 
Willow  Creak  in  Pennsylvania,  and  Quaker  Run  and 
Rad  House  Brook  in  New  York.  Rainbow  trout  from 
the  river  are  said  to  spawn  in  Quaker  Run.  Smaller 
tributaries  such  as  Wolf,  Bone,  Sawmill,  and  State 
Line  Runs  in  New  York  and  Cornplanter  Run  in  Penn¬ 
sylvania  era  considered  to  be  fair  to  good  trout 
streams,  but  are  lightly  fished.  Trout  fishing  In 
all  tha  straaas  named  is  maintained  primarily  through 
annual  stocking  by  the  New  York  Department  of  Con¬ 
servation,  the  Pennsylvania  Pish  Commission,  and  on 
the  Allegheny  National  Forest  by  tha  Buraau  of  Sport 
Fisharies  and  Wildllfa,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Ser¬ 
vice,  in  cooperation  with  the  Pennsylvania  Fish 
Commission. 


Angling  within  the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation  located  in  the  New  York 
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Sector  of  the  project,  wee  subject  to  epeclel  regulation  (5),  vie: 


Angling  in  the  Mew  York  section  of  the  site  is  some- 
whet  influenced  by  the  presence  of  the  Allegany  In¬ 
dian  Reservation. . .Non -Indian  anglers  who  wish  to  fish 
within  the  Keservstion  are  required  to  purchase  a 
special  license.  For  this  reason  angling  pressure  by 
the  genersl  public  on  the  reservation  is  probably 
less  than  otherwise  would  be  expected. 


As  delineated  by  the  authors  of  the  May  9,  1961  FWS  final  report,  the 
project  lapact  area  encompassed  a  total  of  161  ka  (100  ad.)  of  the  Alle¬ 
gheny  River  extending  downs  tree*  f  row  Salaamnca,  Mew  York  to  the  vlei- 
nith  of  Oil  City,  Pennsylvania  plus  approximately  43  la  (26  ad.)  of  tri¬ 
butary  trout  streams  located  within  the  awlaua  flood  control  pool 
(elevation  416  ai  (1,365  ft)]  of  the  proposed  Allegheny  Lake. 


Approximately  56  la  (35  mi)  of  the  Allegheny  River  was  located  upstream 
from  the  Rinaua  Dae  site  within  the  designated  naxluue  flood  control 
pool  of  the  proposed  Allegheny  Lake  project.  Fishery  resources  were 
expected  to  be  affected  over  an  additional  105  ku  (65  mi)  of  the  Alle¬ 
gheny  River  below  the  daai  as  a  result  of  alterstlou  of  streaai  flow  and 
temperature  regimes  assoclsted  with  project  operation  (Figure  2]. 


Creel  surveys  were  conducted  on  the  Allegheny  River  project  impact  area 

by  the  FWS  in  1956  and  1937  (5),  vis: 

In  1956  and  1957  censuses  were  made  of  fisherman  on 
the  reaches  of  the  Allegheny  River  which  will  be  af¬ 
fected  by  the  project.  Data  were  obtained  by  inter¬ 
viewing  fishermen  on  the  river  and  by  counting  fish¬ 
ermen  from  an  airplane.  The  primary  purpose  of  the 
census  was  to  estimate  the  degree  of  utilisation  by 
fishermen.  Additional,  but  incomplete,  data  were 
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Figure  2.  --  Length  of  Allegheny  River  segments  located  with  the 
Allegheny  Lake  project  impact  zone 
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obtained  on  the  numbers  and  apaciaa  of  flab  caught 
by  flaharaan.  The  1956  census  started  on  July  1,  the 
opening  day  for  baa a  In  Pennsylvania,  and  continued 
to  October  7.  In  1957  the  opening  day  for  baas  was 
nerved  up  to  June  15.  Therefore,  the  census  started 
on  that  day  and  continued  to  September  15.  The  1956 
census  area  Included  the  reach  between  the  Glade 
Bridge,  Warren,  Pennsylvania  and  Salananea,  lew  York. 
Since  returns  were  relatively  few  In  the  Mew  York 
section,  only  the  Pennsylvania  section  was  census ad 
In  1957.  Airplane  counts  of  flshernen  between  Glade 
Bridge  and  a  point  about  20  niles  downstream  were 
also  made  In  1957. 

Fishing  pressure  on  the  Allegheny  Is  apparently  af¬ 
fected  to  some  extent  by  the  volume  of  flow  of  the 
river,  the  summer  of  1956  was  merkad  by  frequent 
rains  which  kept  the  river  high  and  somewhat  tur¬ 
bid  much  of  the  tine.  Because  of  decreased  preci¬ 
pitation,  the  river  was  low  and  clear  during  most 
of  the  sumarnr  of  1957...  Basults  of  the  censuses 
and  observations  by  the  Interviewers  deems  t rate 
that  fishing  pressure  was  less  In  1956  than  In  1957. 

Direct  results  of  the  census  were  expanded  to  In¬ 
clude  non-interview  days  and  the  period  between  the 
last  Interview  day  and  November  15. 


Information  collected  during  the  1956  and  1957  creel  surveys  was  sub¬ 
sequently  used  by  the  authors  of  the  May  9,  1961  VWS  report  to  develop 
estimates  of  wlthout-the-project  angler  use  la  the  project  impact  area 
(7),  vis: 

Baaults  of  the  flshlng-uae  survey  conducted  by  the 
Bureau  In  1956  and  1957  shew  that  the  project  seg¬ 
ment  ef  the  Allegheny  Blver  attracts  fisherman  from 
a  wide  area,  Including  such  population  cantors  as 
Pittsburg,  Buffalo,  trie,  and  Johnstown.  As  might 
be  expected,  the  great  majority  of  fishermen  i*e 
use  these  waters  orlginata  from  the  area  In  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  where  add  mine  water  pollution  is  most  pre¬ 
valent.  Approximately  175,000  licensed  fisherman 
reside  in  the  area  from  <Aldi  most  ef  the  present 
use  Is  derived.  Based  on  current  trends  It  is 
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estimated  that  an  average  of  190,000  fisherman  will 
reside  in  this  area  over  the  next  50  years  period. 

Data  from  the  1956-57  survey  show  that  fisherman  use 
of  the  river  is  not  uniform.  Three  distinct  use  pet- 
terns  occur  in  the  70-mile  reach  of  river  from 
Salamanca,  New  York  downstream  to  Tidioute,  Penn¬ 
sylvania.  From  Salamanca  to  tha  New  York-Penn- 
sy Ivan la  State  line,  the  segment  encompassed  by  the 
Allegany  Indian  Reservation,  the  river  receives  a- 
bout  110  man-days  of  fisherman  use  per  mile  per 
year.  From  the  State  line  downstream  to  Warren, 
Fannaylvania,  the  river  supports  annually  about 
750  men -days  of  fisherman  usa  per  idle.  In  the  30 
mile  reach  downstream  from  Warren,  the  annual  fish¬ 
erman  use  per  mile  is  about  1,840  man-days.  Pro¬ 
jected  over  a  50-year  period  in  the  immediate  future, 
fisherman  use  of  the  river  without-the-project  will 
average  about  10  percent  higher  than  present,  i.e., 
average  annual  fisherman  use  of  the  3  stream  segments 
Just  described  will  be  120,825  and  2,025  man-days 
per  mile,  respectively.  While  the  segment  of  river 
between  Tidioute  and  Oil  City,  Pennsylvania  was  not 
included  in  the  1956-57  fisherman-use  survey,  all 
avallabla  data  indicate  that  this  area  will  receive 
about  the  same  degree  of  use  as  the  reach  Immediately 
upstream,  or  about  2,025  man-days  per  mile  per  year. 


The  May  9,  1961  FWS  final  report  also  provided  an  estimate  of  the  mone¬ 
tary  values  of  the  recreational  fishery  in  the  various  segments  of  the 
Allegheny  River  within  the  Allegheny  Lake  project  impact  area,  as  follows: 

Based  on  schedule  of  values  for  recreational  aspects 
of  fish  and  wildlife  adopted  by  the  Inter-Agency 
Committee  on  Water  Resources,  a  day  fishing  small- 
mouth  bass  on  a  top  quality  stream  such  as  the  Alle¬ 
gheny  River  is  valued  at  $3.00.  At  this  rate,  pro¬ 
jected  use  without -the -project  from  Salamanca  to 
Elnsua  Dam  site  will  be  worth  $39,900  annually,  and 
that  from  the  dam  site  to  the  vicinity  of  Oil  City, 

$366, 300- -a  total  average  annua 1  value  of  $406,200. 


Without-the-project  estimates  of  fishing  man-day  use  and  monetary  values 
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for  various  sections  of  the  Allegheny  River  fishery  within  the  project 
lapact  cone  ere  presented  in  Table  11. 


Estlsutes  of  angling  use  of  the  tributary  trout  waters  located  within 
the  project  l^>act  area  in  Mew  York  and  Pennsylvania  were  also  Bade  (os. 
clt.).  vies 

Early  in  the  trout  season,  fisheraan  use  of  the 
tributary  streaae  is  high.  However,  during  the  sum¬ 
mer  and  fall  when  at ream  flows  are  low  and  fisher¬ 
aan  are  attracted  to  the  river  and  other  fishing 
sites,  the  trout  streaas  are  only  lightly  utilised. 

Recent  surveys  have  shown  that  Kineua  Creak  presently 
receives  about  500  wan -days  of  fisheraan  use  per 
alia  per  year.  The  lower  reaches  of  Quaker  Run  and 
Red  House  Brook  each  receives  about  100  nan-days  of 
use  annually  per  mile. 


The  May  9,  1961  FV8  report  failed  to  provide  without -tbe-proj act  esti- 
aetes  of  the  total  aonatary  value  of  the  trout  fishery  supported  by  tri¬ 
butary  streaas.  Only  estimated  monetary  values  per  aile  of  streaa  were 
listed,  as  follows: 

Based  on  the  rates  for  evaluation  of  recreational 
fishing  on  cold  water  streaaa,  use  of  Kineua  Creak 
is  valued  at  approximately  91,000.00  per  aile  per 
year.  Sugar  Run  at  about  $75.00,  Willow  Creek  at 
about  $25.00,  while  use  of  the  2  streaaa  of  signi¬ 
ficance  in  the  Mew  York  sector,  Quaker  Run  and  Red 
House  Brook,  is  valued  at  $250.00  per  aile  each  per 
annua. 

Since  trout  fishing  is  beeaedng  increasingly  popu¬ 
lar,  fisheraan  use  of  all  trout  streaas  will  increase 
during  the  project  life.  Improvement  in  strains  of 
hatchery  reared  trout  and  in  streaa  habitat  condi¬ 
tions  should  provide  the  basis  whereby  tributary 
streaae  will  support  about  twice  the  number  of  fish- 
araan  presently  using  these  resources,  thus  reflec¬ 
ting  a  eoaparable  increase  in  sport  fishing  value. 


Value  at  $3. 00/man-day 


With-the-prole-t 

Both  the  August,  1958  FWS  report  and  ttaa  May  9,  1961  FVS  report  predicted 
that  construction  of  the  Allegheny  Lake  project  would  profoundly  affect 
the  existing  recreational  fishery  within  the  project  lepact  xene  which 
extends  approximately  161  km  (100  mi)  below  Salamanca,  New  York  to  the 
vicinity  of  Oil  City,  Pennsylvania. 


August.  1958  FWS  Report 

The  August,  1958  FWS  report  did  not  quantify  the  extent  of  the  Inpact 
expected  froa  project  construction  on  fishing  man-day  use  and/or  mone¬ 
tary  value  of  the  recreational  fishery.  However,  the  report  provided  a 
qualitative  assessment,  viz: 

Construction  of  the  project  will  cause  major  losses 
to  the  existing  fishery  resource...  Losses  to  the 
resource  within  the  project  site  will  occur  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  inundation  of  aany  miles  of  river  and  tri¬ 
butary  streams.  Additional  losses  will  occur  as  a 
result  of  reatoval  of  structures  within  the  maximum 
pool  elevation,  such  as  cabins  which  are  owned  or 
rented  by  persons  who  engage  in  angling  and  including 
structures  associated  with  fishermen  service  acti¬ 
vities,  such  as  bait  dealers  and  boat  liveries.  Loss 
will  also  occur  through  abandonment  of  soon  of  the 
access  roads  from  periodic  inundation  of  reaches  of 
the  river  and  tributaries  above  normal  operating 
pool  levels. 


The  length  of  the  Allegheny  River  affected  at  various  proposed  reservoir 

elevations  was  described  in  the  August,  1958  FWS  report  as  follows: 

The  maximum  summer  low-water  regulation  pool  at  ele¬ 
vation  1,328  will  have  a  depth  of  about  132  feet  at 
the  dam  and  will  inundate  approximately  27  miles  of 
the  river.  About  13  river  miles  will  be  Inundated 
in  Pennsylvania  by  this  pool  and  approximately  14 
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■11m  in  Hew  York.  The  total  surface  area  of  this 
pool  will  be  12,050  acre*.  At  the  rmervolr  full 
elevation  of  1,365  feet,  a  pool  will  be  formd  which 
will  encompass  21,175  acres  and  inundate  about  13 
silM  of  the  river  in  Pennsylvania  and  about  22  uiles 
in  New  York.  The  depth  of  the  maximum  flood  storage 
pool  will  approximate  169  feet  at  the  dam. 


Substantial  stretches  of  tributary  streaas  would  also  be  effected  by  the 
proposed  project,  vis: 

Approximately  42  mi  1m  of  stream,  of  which  20  miles 
are  considered  good  trout  stream,  will  be  Inundated 
by  the  maximum  siaser  low  water  regulation  pool, 
thick  of  this  mileage  occurs  in  Kinsua  and  Willow 
Creaks  and  Sugar  Run.  The  maximum  flood  storage  pool 
at  elevation  1,365  will  inundata  at  infrequent  In¬ 
tervals,  a  total  of  approximately  75  idles  of  tri¬ 
butary  stream,  of  which  about  26  milos  are  consi¬ 
dered  good  trout  waters.  Many  tributary  stream  be¬ 
low  elevation  1,333  will  bo  rendered  unfit  for  an¬ 
gling  purposes  and  trout  spawning  as  a  result  of 
clMrlng  operations  and  frequent  inundation. 


Also,  In  addition  to  the  loss  of  the  existing  stream  fishery,  annual 
fluctuation  of  proposed  reservoir  levels  was  expected  to  adversely  af¬ 
fect  the  high  aesthetic  values  of  the  area,  viz: 

Also,  the  aesthetics  of  the  area  will  suffer  from 
the  annual  appearance  of  an  unattractive  shoreline, 
especially  in  Mow  York,  where  extensive  acreages  of 
gradual  gradients  are  found.  Moreover,  a  prim  in¬ 
gredient  la  determining  the  relative  value  of  this 
pool  is  a  full  appreciation  of  tho  production  and 
aesthetically  attnutlve  qualities  of  the  mlnstem 
river  and  its  tributary  stream  as  they  presently 
exist. 


The  authors  of  tho  August,  1958  FWS  report  discussed  two  aspects  of  the 
proposed  Allegheny  Lake  project  which  would  partially  mitigate,  but  not 
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in  kind,  Che  lose  of  stream  fishery  resources  expected  to  result  frosi 
impoundment  of  the  Allegheny  River.  The  proposed  reservoir  was  expected 
to  support  e  substantial  recreational  fishery,  vis: 


However,  if  recommendations  included  in  this  report 
are  followed,  it  is  expected  that  net  losses  to  the 
fishery  way  be  substantially  compensated.  It  is  to 
be  understood,  however,  that  the  many  high-quality 
features  of  the  existing  environment  to  be  inundated 
will  not  be  replaced  in  kind,  but  the  reservoir  will 
offer  opportunities  for  high  utilisation  of  a  fishery 
of  moderate  quality...  The  fishery  potential  of  the 
reservoir  will  be  most  fully  realised  if  fishery 
management  is  practiced.  It  may  be  found  desirable 
to  stock  species  of  game  and  forage  fish  which  are 
adaptable  to  anticipated  conditions  in  the  reser¬ 
voir  and  which  are  not  now  present  in  the  area. 
Populations  of  desirable  fish  species  and  their  main¬ 
tenance  over  long  periods  of  time,  could  be  favored 
by  management  pare t ices.  Populations  of  lass  desir¬ 
able  species  may  require  control  to  reduce  competi¬ 
tion  and  to  prodace  satisfactory  reservoir  angling 
for  desired  species. 

While  it  is  anticipated  that  the  reservoir  will  pro¬ 
vide  recreation,  including  angling  and  boating  for 
large  numbers  of  people,  the  quality  of  the  angling 
nay  fluctuate  depending  on  many  factors,  some  of 
which  are  unpredictable  at  this  time.  The  first 
years  of  impoundment  will  probably  provide  better 
than  average  angling  opportunities.  However,  after 
the  initial  period,  the  quality  of  the  angling  may 
decrease  until  it  reaches  a  farlly  stable  level. 


Also,  an  iaproveamnt  in  the  fishery  in  the  Allegheny  River  below  the 
proposed  reservoir  was  expected  as  a  result  of  more  steble  stream  flows, 
vis: 


Since  the  reservoir  will  be  used  for  low-flow  aug¬ 
mentation  along  downstream  areas  through  release 
of  stored  waters,  it  is  expected  that  flows  for  sosm 
distance  below  the  dam  will  become  relatively  stable 
as  compared  to  present  flow  volumes.  As  mentioned 
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earlier  an  instantaneous  minimum  flow  of  at  laaat 
500  c.f.s.  would  ba  providad.  It  la  antlclpatad 
that  tha  flahary  raaourcaa  of  downstream  araaa  of 
tha  Allegheny  River  will  ba  lwprovad.  While  thla 
lap ro vent  will  not  fully  compensate  for  loaaaa  to 
tha  raaourcaa  incurred  from  project  construction,  it 
will  contribute  to  mitigation  of  auch  loaaaa.  Accor¬ 
ding  to  praaent  plana  of  tha  planning  agency,  tha 
principal  outlet  worka  will  ba  placed  at  tha  base  of 
tha  dam.  In  addition,  high level  releaae  worka  are 
now  contemplated.  Water  raleaaad  from  tha  lower 
worka  will  be  cold  during  much  of  tha  year  with 
tamparaturaa  reaching  aa  low  aa  45  dagraaa  Fahren¬ 
heit.  By  ralaaaing  warmer  water  through  tha  high 
level  aye ten,  and  mixing  it  with  colder  water  from 
tha  low  ay a ten,  the  planning  agency  hopaa  to  obtain 
tamparaturaa  in  tha  vicinity  of  65*70  dagraaa  Fah¬ 
renheit  immediately  downetraam  from  tha  dam.  One  of 
tha  reaaona  for  thla  modification  in  tha  a  true - 

tura  and  operation  la  a  raault  of  tha  planning 
agency 'a  deaire  to  auataln,  inaofar  aa  poaalble, 
suitable  water  tamparaturaa  for  bathing  actlvltlaa 
along  the  reach  of  tha  river  below  the  dam.  With 
ralaaae  of  water  at  a  temperature  below  the  normal 
aumaer  temperature  of  tha  Alleghany  River,  it  may 
ba  poaalble  to  eatablish  a  trout  fishery  balow  tha 
dam. 


Cone lus lone  drawn  by  the  author  of  the  August,  1958  FWS  report  concerning 
probable  impacts  of  project  construction  on  fishery  resources  ware  sum¬ 
marised  as  follows: 

In  summary,  the  overall  impact  of  the  project  on 
fishery  resources  and  utilisation  is  considered  to 
ba  aa  follows:  A  wall-utilised  area  of  distinct 
natural  productivity  and  uncommon  attractiveness 
will  ba  destroyed.  This  area  involves  many  miles  of 
tributary  trout  streams  aa  well  as  the  main-stem 
fishery.  In  recompense  there  will  result  an  im¬ 
proved  aquatic  environment  below  tha  project,  with 
tha  possibility  of  establishment  of  a  trout  fishery 
which  would  probably  require  artificial  maintenance. 

In  further  recompense  there  will  develop  a  substan¬ 
tial  and  wall-utilised  fishery  in  tha  new  reservoir, 
but  tha  proportion  of  tha  more  highly-prised  game 
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fishes  will  probably  be  of  a  low-to-moderate  order 


A  number  of  specific  recommendations  designed  to  achieve  partial  mitiga¬ 
tion  of  anticipated  fishery  resource  losses  and  to  facilitate  appropri¬ 
ate  post-project  fishery  unagesent  practices  were  discussed  in  the 
August,  1958  FWS  report,  as  follows: 

The  planning  agency  include  in  its  budget  requests 
funds  for  the  acquisition  of  approximately  40  acres 
of  land  on  the  right  side  of  the  Allegheny  River 
approximately  1.5  miles  downstream  from  the  proposed 
Allegheny  River  Dam  to  be  used  as  a  location  for  a 
Federal  fish  hatchery,  together  with  any  language 
for  the  appropriation  act  the  planning  agency  con¬ 
siders  necessary  to  obtain  authority  for  this  acqui¬ 
sition. 

The  planning  agency  include  in  its  budget  requests 
funds  for  the  construction  of  two  conduits  through 
the  right  abutment  of  the  dam,  one  at  elevation 
1,210  and  the  other  at  elevation  1,300,  each  of 
sufficient  capacity  to  make  available  12  cubic  feet 
per  second  of  water  for  the  proposed  Federal  fish 
hatchery,  together  with  any  language  for  the  appro¬ 
priation  act  the  planning  agency  considers  necessary 
to  obtain  authority  for  this  construction...  Uater 
temperature  for  hatchery  operations  should  be  at 
about  55  degrees  F...  One  conduit  would  draw  water 
from  an  upper  reservoir  level  and  the  other  from 
the  base  of  the  dam.  Simultaneous  operstlon  of  both 
conduits  would  provide  a  degree  of  temperature  con¬ 
trol  of  the  hatchery  water  supply. 

Operation  of  the  outlet  works  be  such  that  the  water 
released  from  the  reservoir  will  be  maintained  at 
55  degrees  -  60  degrees  F.  from  Nay  1  to  October  30... 

The  possibility  that  water  released  from  the  reser¬ 
voir  will  be  colder  than  existing  water  temperatures 
indicates  opportunities  for  the  development  of  a 
cold  water  fishery  downstream  from  the  dam  site. 

The  distance  downstream  within  which  water  tempera¬ 
tures  would  remain  sufficiently  low  for  cold  water 
species  cannot  be  definitely  established  at  this  time. 

Should  a  release-water  temperature  of  55  degrees-60 


degree*  F.  be  provided,  eul table  hebitet  for  cold 
water  species  would  probably  extend  at  least  as  far 
as  Warren,  Pennsylvania.  With  waters  released  at 
lower  temperatures ,  improved  habitat  for  cold  water 
species  would  extend  further  downstream. 

The  planning  agency  maintain  a  minimum  instantaneous 
flow  from  the  reservoir  outlet  works  of  not  less  than 
500  cubic  feet  per  second...  The  planning  agency 
should  direct  particular  attention  to  maintaining 
recommended  minimum  flows  at  all  times. 

The  planning  agency  make  every  effort  to  maintain  a 
stable  pool  level  during  the  months  of  May  and  June... 
A  fishery  partially  supported  by  shallow>water 
spawning  game-fish  species  is  expected  to  develop  in 
the  reservoir.  In  order  to  perpetuate  these  popu¬ 
lations  it  may  be  neceasary  to  prevent  fluctuations 
of  pool  levels,  other  than  those  caused  by  flood 
water  retention,  during  the  spawning  period  to  pre¬ 
vent  loss  of  spawn  and  consequent  population  reduc¬ 
tion.  Stabilisation  of  water  levels  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  would  probably  be  necessary  for  a  period  of 
several  weeks  during  spring  months.  Large  popula¬ 
tion  a  of  leas  desirable  warm-water  fish  apecles  may 
develop  after  project  construction.  To  obtain  par¬ 
tial  control  of  such  populations,  drawdowns  during 
spawning  periods  may  be  found  desirable  to  destroy 
spawn.  Other  measures ,  such  as  netting  and  chemical 
treatment  of  certain  small  areas  of  the  reservoir  may 
also  be  necessary  in  addition  to,  or  in  place  of, 
drawdowns . 

During  clearing  operations  the  planning  agency  pro¬ 
vide  areas  within  the  reservoir  pool  levels  in  which 
tree  stumps  arc  left  as  cover  and  spawning  sites  for 
fish  populations...  Racommendat ion  "g"  provides  for 
the  establishment  of  a  number  of  areas  within  the 
reservoir  pool  levels  in  which  tree  stunps  are  left 
as  cover  and  spawning  sites  for  various  fish  species. 
Provision  of  such  areas  would  facilitate  the  main¬ 
tenance  of  game,  pan  and  forage  fish  populations. 

The  stumps  would  require  staking  in  such  a  manner 
es  to  prevent  their  floating.  The  location  and  size 
of  the  areas,  and  the  method  of  staking,  would  be 
worked  out  at  a  later  date  in  coordination  with  the 
planning  agency,  the  Pennsylvania  Fish  Commission  and 
the  New  York  Department  of  Conservation. 
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Oil  and  gas  Mils  within  ths  project  sits  be  sealed. 

Lands  and  waters  in  the  project  area  be  open  to  free 
use  for  hunting  and  fishing,  except  for  sections  re¬ 
served  for  safety,  efficient  operations,  or  protec¬ 
tion  of  public  property. 

Leases  of  Federal  land  in  the  project  area  stipulate 
the  right  of  free  public  access  for  hunting  and  fish¬ 
ing. 

Mav  9.  1961  FWS  Report 

The  May  9,  1961  FWS  letter  report  (6)  with  appended  substantiating  re¬ 
port  (7)  constituted  the  final  FWS  statement  to  the  CE  concerning  anti¬ 
cipated  impacts  on  fishery  resources  occasioned  by  construction  of  the 
Allegheny  Lake  project.  Much  of  the  information  and  the  najor  conclu¬ 
sions  presented  in  the  May  9,  1961  FWS  reports  Mrs  based  on  data  con¬ 
tained  in  the  previously  submitted  August,  1958  FWS  report.  However, 
the  May  9,  1961  FWS  reports  provided  additional  specific  data  delineat¬ 
ing  wan -day  use  and  monetary  values  associated  with  predicted  project 
iupacts  on  fishery  resources. 

Construction  of  the  Allegheny  project  was  expected  to  eliminate  existing 
recreational  fisheries  from  approximately  82  km  (51  mi)  of  stream  habi¬ 
tat  as  a  result  of  permanent  inundation,  frequent  flooding  and  rsswval 
of  stream  bank  vegetation  (Table  12).  The  expected  loss  of  stream  habi¬ 
tat  included  soma  45  km  (28  mi)  of  the  Allegheny  River,  of  which  21  km 
(13  mi)  was  located  in  Pennsylvania  and  24  km  (15  mi)  in  Mew  York,  plus 
37  km  (23  mi)  of  tributary  trout  streams  (31  km  (19  mi)  in  Pennsylvania 
and  6  km  (4  mi)  in  Mew  York]. 
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Table  12  —  Allegheny  Lake  Project.  Summary  of  estimated 
losses  of  stream  habitat  and  associated  fishing  man-day  use 
with  the  project  in  place.  Extracted  from  data  provided  in 
the  May  9,  1961  FWS  report  (7) 


New  York 

Pennsyl vania 

Total 

A1  legheny  River 

Stream  length 

Kjd 

24 

21 

45 

Mi 

15 

13 

23 

Angling  pressure 

No.  man-day/km 

75 

510 

- 

No.  man-day/mi 

120 

325 

- 

Total  no.  man-day 

1,800 

10,700 

12,500 

Monetary  value($) 

5,400i/ 

32 , 100i/ 

37,500 

Tributary  trout  stream 

Stream  length 

km 

6.3 

30.4 

36.7 

Mi 

3.9 

18.9 

22.8 

Angl ing  pressure 

No.  man-day/km 

6 

228 

- 

No.  man-day/ml 

10 

367 

- 

Total  no.  man-day 

390 

6,944 

7,334 

Monetary  value($) 

5851 / 

13 .7901/ 

14,375 

Total 

No.  km  of  streams 

30.4 

51.3 

82 

No.  mi  of  streams 

18.9 

31.9 

51.0 

No.  man-day 

2,200 

17,600 

19,800 

Monetary  value(S)!/ 

6,000 

45,900 

51,900 

i/Reflects  a  value  of  $3  per  fishing  man-day  in  the  Allegheny 
River. 

1/Reflects  a  value  of  $1.50  per  fishing  man-day  on  two  small 
trout  streams 

l/Reflects  a  value  of  $2.00  per  day  assessed  for  6,750  fish¬ 
ing  man-days  on  21.7  km  (13.5  ml)  of  one  large  trout 
stream  plus  a  value  of  $1.50  per  fishing  man-day  on  8.7  km 
(5.4  ml)  of  small  trout  streams 
’/Rounded 
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Estimated  angling  prtiiurt  on  the  affected  icgMnt  of  the  Allegheny 
River  in  Pennsylvania,  500  ■an-days/ka  (825/ai),  was  eubatantially  high¬ 
er  chan  for  New  York  [75  ■an-days/lon  (120/al)].  A  total  of  10,700  angler 
aan-days  per  year  valued  at  $32,100  was  estimated  for  Che  21  ka  (13  ai) 
eecCor  in  Pennsylvania  as  conCrasCed  Co  only  1,800  aan-days  per  year 
valued  aC  $5,400  in  Che  slightly  longer  (24  ka  (15  ai)]  Allegheny  River 
etreaa  segaanC  in  New  York. 

The  recreational  Croat  fishery  supported  by  Pennsylvania  streaaa  (esti- 
aaced  at  6,944  aan-days/year  valued  at  $13,790  annually)  was  also  such 
■ore  extensive  Chan  the  total  of  390  aan-days/year  valued  at  $585  an¬ 
nually  for  New  York  waters.  The  overall  annual  loss  of  angler  aan-days 
anticipated  as  a  result  of  project  construction  totaled  use  19,800  aan- 
days  valued  at  $51,900.  Approxiaately  89  percent  (17,600  aan-days  va¬ 
lued  at  $45,900)  of  the  predicted  loss  was  expected  to  occur  in  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  waters.  The  such  lower  estiaated  of  angler  aan-day  use  for  New 
York  waters  was  attributed  to  the  fact  that  aost  of  the  streaaa  suitable 
for  angling  ware  located  within  the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation.  Non- 
Indian  anglers  were  required  to  purchase  a  special  license  to  fish  with¬ 
in  the  reservation  which  discouraged  non-Indian  fishing  participation. 

A  highly  valuable  recreational  fishery  was  expected  to  develop  in  Alle¬ 
gheny  Lake  as  a  result  of  the  general  attractiveness  of  the  project  site, 
the  large  and  growing  population  within  an  easy  driving  distance  of  the 
area,  and  the  quality  of  the  water  to  be  impounded  (7),  vis: 
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The  territory  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  pro¬ 
ject  eite  it  veil  eatabliahed  aa  a  summer  reaort  and 
recreational  area.  Factora  contributing  to  this  type 
of  uae  are  many,  but  the  principal  reaeon  appear a  to 
be  the  extensive  tracta  of  public  lands  in  the  area 
that  are  perpetually  available  to  the  public.  Once 
the  reservoir  is  developed  and  operating,  the  pre¬ 
sent  area  will  be  even  more  attractive  to  recreation 
seekers,  particularly  fishermen,  over  a  wider  area 
than  under  vlthout-the-project  conditions. 

Baaed  on  Bureau  of  Census  population  projections,  it 
is  estimated  that  11,000,000  people,  representing 
segments  of  the  populations  of  Pennsylvania,  New  York, 
Ohio,  and  Vest  Virginia,  reside  within  comparatively 
easy  driving  distance  of  the  area.  Included  in  this 
;,roup  are  approximately  770,000  licensed  fishermen 
and  about  260,000  unlicensed  children  and  retired 
adults  who  fish.  Depending  upon  the  quality  of  the 
project  fishery  and  the  convenience  and  adequacy  of 
access  and  day-use  facilities,  a  large  segment  of 
these  sportsmen  are  potential  users  of  the  newly- 
created  fishery  resources.  To  the  above  number  of 
fishermen  may  be  added  an  additional  230,000  poten¬ 
tial  users,  an  average  of  the  expected  Increase  in 
the  number  of  flsheneen  within  drawing  radius  of  the 
reservoir  during  a  period  equal  to  the  economic  pro¬ 
ject  life. 

Based  on  the  quality  of  the  waters  to  be  impounded, 
the  depth  and  configuration  of  the  reservoir  site 
and  proposed  operational  plana,  a  highly  valuable 
fishery  is  expected  to  develop  and  be  sustained  for 
many  years  in  the  Allegheny  Reservoir.  The  summer 
pool,  on  which  the  reservoir  fishery  will  be  based 
primarily,  will  average  about  50  feet  in  depth. 

About  5,000  acres  of  this  12,050  acre  pool  will  be 
productive  of  warm  water  fish  species.  Deeper  por¬ 
tions  of  the  reservoir  should  be  suitable  for  the 
maintenance  of  a  somewhat  less  valuable  trout  fishery. 


Assuming  no  special  effort  to  develop  fisherman  access  facilities,  the 
FVS  predicted  that  the  post-project  recreational  fishery  in  Allegheny 
Lake  over  the  50  year  economic  life  of  the  project  would  average  120,500 


Angler  au-diyi  per  pear  with  a  total  Monetary  value  of  $180,750  at  $1.50 

per  angler  Man-day.  Seasonal  upstream  spawning  migrations  from  the  lake 

(walleye,  suckers,  etc.)  were  predicted  to  support  an  additional  12,000 

angler  man-days  per  year  valued  at  $12,000  ($1.00  per  man-day).  Thus, 

the  recreational  fishery  above  Klnsua  0am  was  predicted  by  the  FWS  to 

total  soma  132,500  man-days  per  year  valued  at  $192,800  (6),  viz: 

Considering  the  number  of  potential  fishermen  within 
reach  of  the  project  area.  It  would  not  be  unreason¬ 
able  to  expect  that  the  reservoir  would  receive  an 
average  of  about  120,500  man-days  of  angling  pressure 
each  year  if  unmanaged  and  without  special  attention 
given  access  developswnt.  In  this  case,  it  would  ho 
expected  that  fisherman  would  gain  access  to  the  re¬ 
servoir  from  the  highways  and  roads  that  are  proposed 
for  relocation  and  development  as  a  project  feature. 

Because  the  reservoir  fishery  is  expected  to  be  of 
high  quality  the  value  of  a  fisherman  day  is  consi¬ 
dered  to  be  $1.50.  Therefore,  the  annual  sport  fish¬ 
ing  value  of  the  Allegheny  River  Reservoir,  fishery 
is  estimated  to  be  $180,800. 

Due  to  the  variety  of  fishes  expected  to  inhabit  the 
reservoir,  it  is  probable  that  several  species  will 
establish  annual  spawning  runs  up  the  mains tern  into 
Hew  York  State.  Species  such  as  walleyes  and  suckers 
are  particularly  vulnerable  to  angling  during  spawn¬ 
ing  migrations.  Such  runs  should  provide  about  30 
days  of  high  quality  fishing  each  year  to  anglers  in 
Mew  York  State,  while  it  is  difficult  to  appraise  the 
total  amount  of  fishermen  use  provided  by  a  fishery 
of  this  kind,  it  may  be  conservatively  estimated  that 
upstream  reaches  will  receive  about  12,000  sum-days 
of  use  each  year  based  upon  this  resource  alone. 

This  quality  of  fishing  use  is  appraised  at  $1.00 
per  man-day,  or  $12,000  per  annum. 


As  the  pre-project  fishery  upstream  from  the  Klnzua  Dam  provided  some 
19,800  angling  man-days  per  year  valued  at  $51,900,  the  lake  fishery 
was  expected  to  provide  a  net  incidental  benefit  of  112,700  man-days 


valued  at  $140,900  (6),  vis: 


The  reservoir  will  effect  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
end  Chair  utilisation  throughout  100  niles  of  Alle¬ 
ghany  River  valley.  Without -the-project,  fishery 
resources,  within  the  reservoir  site  Itself  will  have 
an  average  annual  value  of  $51,900.  Although  this 
value  will  be  destroyed,  it  will  be  replaced  by  a 
reservoir  fishery  and  lap roved  ups trees  fishery  re¬ 
sources,  so  that  new  values  in  the  amount  of  $192,800 
will  be  realised.  This  represents  an  incidental  be¬ 
nefit  froei  the  reservoir  in  the  amount  of  $140,900 
annually. 


With  provision  of  adequate  angler  access  facilities,  the  authors  of  the 
May  9,  1961  PWS  letter  report  predicted  that  the  post-project  lake  fish¬ 
ery  could  be  more  than  doubled  (from  120,500  to  300,000  angler  nan-days/ 
year)  with  a  coaq>arable  Increase  in  monetary  value  (6),  vis: 

Msasures  to  provide  for  adequate  access  and  reser¬ 
voir  management  to  encourage  marl  awn  sport  fishing 
use  should  increase  the  estimated  number  of  fisher- 
man-days  annually  to  a  total  of  300,000,  rather 
than  the  anticipated  use  amounting  to  120,500  days 
the  reservoir  will  receive  without  any  special  pro¬ 
visions  for  fishermen.  This  increased  use  repre¬ 
sents  an  added  annual  value  in  the  amount  of  $257,200. 

To  accomplish  this  inurease  approximately  40  fishing 
access  sites  would  be  required.  It  appears,  however, 
that  the  development  of  40  access  sites  around  the 
shores  of  the  impoundment  might  preclude  adequate 
provision  of  facilities  for  other  Justified  recrea¬ 
tion  uses -of  the  impoundment  because  of  the  limita¬ 
tion  of  the  terrain.  The  National  Park  Service  sug¬ 
gests  that  joint  study  and  consideration  be  given  to 
the  formulation  of  a  balanced  plan  for  the  preserva¬ 
tion  and  utilisation  of  the  recreational  resources. 

We  concur  with  this  suggestion  on  the  assumption  that 
adequate  provision  will  be  made  in  that  plan  for 
maximum  use  of  project  lands  and  included  water  areas 
by  hunters  and  anglers. 

In  your  letter  of  April  21,  1961,  you  state  that  you 
have  located  9  excellent  sites  for  public  use  and 


79 


access  development  in  Pennsylvania.  Additional  sites 
suitable  for  fishing  access  distributed  so  as  to  serve 
New  York  portions  of  the  reservoir  as  well  as  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  should  be  developed  in  such  a  way  as  to  facili¬ 
tate  fishing  use. 


A  decrease  in  average  summer  water  tesiperature  of  the  Allegheny  River 
antitipated  with  project  construction  and  operation  was  expected  to  af¬ 
fect  the  existing  (pre-project)  warvwater  fishery  as  far  downstream  as 
Oil  City,  Pennsylvania  located  some  105  km  (65  mi)  below  the  proposed 
Klnzua  Dam  (7),  viz: 

As  Indicated  previously,  the  upper  reaches  of  Alle¬ 
gheny  River  presently  supports  a  sparse  population 
of  brown  and  rainbow  trout.  Because  of  this,  and 
the  fact  that  water  temperatures  seldom  raise  above 
75  degrees  F,  the  reach  of  river  in  the  project  vi¬ 
cinity  now  may  be  considered  marginal  for  trout. 

Therefore,  a  relatively  small  decrease  in  average 
turner  water  temperatures  could  convert  the  exist¬ 
ing  bass  habitat  to  one  favoring  trout.  The  ex¬ 
tent  to  which  release  waters  will  influence  down¬ 
stream  reaches  will  depend  on  whether  a  preponde¬ 
rance  of  the  summer  maintenance  flows  are  discharged 
from  the  sluices  at  an  elevation  of  1,205  feet, 
where  the  water  is  expected  to  average  about  45  de¬ 
grees  F.  during  the  summer,  or  from  the  sluices 
at  the  1,300  foot  elevation  where  water  temperatures 
would  average  about  60  degrees  F. 


The  scope  of  the  Impact  on  the  existing  smallmouth  bass  fishery,  under 

various  temperature  discharge  regimes,  was  discussed  in  the  May  9,  1961 

FWS  letter  report,  as  follows: 

Our  analysis  6f  the  downstream  effects  extend  65 
miles  to  the  vicinity  of  Oil  City,  Pennsylvania. 

Allegheny  River,  within  this  reach,  constitutes  an 
excellent  warmwater  fishery,  with  smallmouth  bass 
the  predominant  game  fish.  Current  sport  fishing 
value  within  these  65  miles  is  estimated  to  be 
$366,300  annually. 
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Depending  upon  maximum  temperatures  and  fluctuations 
of  temperatures,  water  released  from  Kinzua  Dam  will 
create  trout  habitat  for  varying  distances  downstream. 
Should  releases  be  manipulated  so  that  water  tempera* 
tures  in  the  river  at  the  dam  were  held  closely  at 
45  degrees,  the  entire  65  miles  would  be  converted 
from  smallmouth  bass  to  trout  habitat.  The  river 
downstream,  however,  would  be  quite  unproductive  for 
a  considerable  distance  because  temperatures  would 
be  too  low.  Also,  this  entire  reach  would  lose  its 
ability  to  serve  the  large  numbers  of  fishermen  in* 
terested  in  smallmouth  bass  fishing. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  releases  were  to  be  manipulated 
to  produce  60  degrees  F  temperatures  in  the  river  at 
the  dam,  about  30  miles  of  trout  habitat  would  be 
created.  Anticipated  trout  fishing  use  could  be  con¬ 
centrated  in  that  reach  without  detriment  to  the 
quality  of  the  sport  fishery  resulting  from  over¬ 
crowding.  Under  these  conditions  a  minimum  of  stream 
would  be  converted  to  a  cold-water  fishery.  This 
is  favored  by  the  Pennsylvania  Fish  Commission, 
which  feels  that  as  much  of  the  present  warmwater 
fishery  should  be  preserved  as  possible,  especially 
since  it  is  self-sustaining  and  of  high  quality. 

Your  agency  favors  this  Secause  it  would  result  in 
minimum  disturbance  o  dimming  and  other  recrea¬ 
tional  activities  downstream,  aside  from  hunting  or 
fishing. 


In  our  judgment ,  the  best  Interests  of  the  fishermen 
would  be  served  by  providing  conditions  as  nearly 
as  possible  midway  between  the  2  extremes  mentioned 
above.  We  believe  that  optimum  as  well  as  maximum 
fishery  benefits  in  the  overall  65  mile  reach  would 
result  from  manipulation  to  hold  water  temperatures 
as  close  to  55  degrees  F  as  possible  at  all  tiaies, 
thus  creating  about  45  miles  of  cool  water  which 
would  provide  good  trout  habitat  throughout,  with 
the  other  20  miles  retaining  essentially  its  present 
qualities. 

Under  this  condition,  total  annual  recreational  fish¬ 
ing  value  would  amount  to  $868,800.  This  represents 
an  annual  benefit  of  $502,500  over  without-the-pro- 
ject  annual  fishery  value,  a  gain  of  $110,700  in  net 
annual  benefits  compared  to  conditions  based  on  60 
degrees  F  water  temperatures  at  the  dam,  and  a  gain 
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of  $283,800  in  net  annual  benefita  compered  to  45 
degrees  ?  vater  temperatures  at  the  dam.  Naturally, 
in  viev  of  this  and  the  great  number  of  people  in¬ 
terested  in  both  trout  and  smallmouth  bass  fishing, 
ve  urge  that  releases  be  managed  so  as  to  provide  as 
nearly  as  possible  for  55  degrees  F  tailwater  tempe¬ 
rature. 


It  was  noted  by  the  authors  of  the  May  9,  1961  FWS  letter  report  that 

angling  man-day  use  in  the  Allegheny  tailwater  could  be  furbher  Increased 

if  additional  access  areas  were  acquired  and  developed,  vis: 

Benefits  would  be  further  Increased,  in  the  amount 
of  $135,500  annually,  if  access  were  improved,  es¬ 
pecially  within  the  reach  converted  to  trout  habi¬ 
tat.  The  minimum  cost  of  land  acquisition  and  mi¬ 
nimum  facilities  to  prcvlde  this  access  is  estima¬ 
ted  to  be  $350,000. 


However,  this  suggestion  was  immediately  discounted  because  of  expected 

difficulty  in  locating  adquate  access  sites,  as  follows  (oj>.  clt. ),  viz: 

The  Forest  Service  points  out,  however,  that  the 
lands  they  control  along  the  left  bank  of  the  Alle¬ 
gheny  River  are  narrow,  extremely  steep  segments 
between  the  highway  and  the  lver ,  having  little 
recreational  use  value.  In  fact,  a  survey  they  made 
indicated  only  one  suitable  site  between  Kinzua  Dam 
and  Tionesta.  The  same  situation  may  prove  to  be 
the  case  along  the  right  bank  where,  except  for  some 
frontage  owned  by  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  suit¬ 
able  areas  for  development  of  access  sites,  if  such 
there  are,  would  have  to  be  carved  from  private 
holdings.  We  must  conclude  that,  while  desirable, 
the  provision  of  additional  access  to  encourage  in¬ 
creased  fishing  use  downstream  does  not  appear 
feasible. 


It  will  be  noted  that  the  highest  values  predicted  by  the  FVS  for  the 
total  project  fishery  were  achieved  by  a  combination  of  extensive  access 
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development  at  the  lake  plus  manipulation  of  natar  release  dlecharge 
regimes  below  the  dam  to  provide  aa  average  summer  temperature  of  12.8 
degrees  C  (55  degrees  F)  in  the  tailwater.  This  combination  was  esti¬ 
mated  to  provide  some  312,000  angling  man-days  per  year  valued  at 
$450,000  above  the  dam  and  289,600  angling  man-days  valued  at  $868,800 
in  the  tailwater.  The  total  post-project  fishery  predicted  under  this 
management  regime  amounted  to  601,000  angling  man-days  per  year  valued 
at  $1,318,880  and  exceeded  without- the-project  estimates  of  angling  man- 
day  use  by  459,600  man-days  per  year  and  without- the-project  monetary 
values  by  $900,600  per  year  (Table  13). 

The  recommended  tailwater  temperature  regimes  [12.8  degrees  C  (55  degrees 
F)]  with  the  project  in  place  was  expected  to  reduce  the  existing  (with¬ 
out-  the-project)  smallmouth  bass  fishery  in  the  Allegheny  liver  by 
34,500  man-days  per  year,  (from  122,100  to  87,600,  man-days  per  year) 
annually  as  a  result  of  decreased  water  temperature  over  a  72  km  (45  mi) 
stretch  downstream  from  the  dam  site  to  Tlonesta,  Pennsylvania.  How¬ 
ever,  the  authors  of  the  May  9,  1961  FWS  report  predicted  that  a  trout 
fishery  (based  on  stocked  fish)  could  be  developed  within  this  stream 
segment  which  would  provide  202,000  man-days  of  trout  fishing  for  an 
overall  net  of  167,500  aen-days  per  year  and  an  annual  monetary  value  of 
$502,500  with  the  project  In  place. 

To  accommodate  the  large  number  of  trout  required  for  the  proposed 
stocking  program,  the  FWS  recommended  the  construction  of  a  trout 
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hatchery  below  the  dam,  at  follows  (6): 

An  additional  facility  is  needed  to  assure  adequate 
fishery  resources  to  meet  present  and  future  d wends. 
The  trout  waters  created  below  the  dan  will  need  to 
be  stocked  with  fish  since  the  streaa  Itself  does 
not  offer  satisfactory  spawning  habitat  to  assure 
adequate  natural  reproduction.  Waters  behind  the  dan 
will  also  require  additional  supplies  of  fish  for 
stocking.  Fortunately,  Allegheny  Reservoir  can  sup¬ 
ply  the  necessary  water  requireswnts  and  there  is  a 
suitable  location  for  a  National  Fish  hatchery  a 
short  distance  downstream  from  the  dam.  Specific 
authority  for  establishment  of  a  fish  hatchery  in 
northwestern  Pennsylvania  was  provided  by  Public  Law 
86-205,  enacted  August  25,  1959. 

It  is  estimated  that  this  facility  will  cost  $973,000 
and  it  will  be  capable  of  producing  150,000  pounds 
of  trout  annually.  Space  will  also  be  provided  to 
Increase  the  rearing  facilities  to  met  future 
demands.  It  is  anticipated  that  funds  for  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  hatchery  will  be  appropriated  by 
Congress  directly  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior, 
Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife. 

Those  features  which  must  be  Incorporated  in  the 
design  of  the  dam  and  reservoir  in  order  to  pro¬ 
vide  water  of  satisfactory  quantity  and  temperature 
for  hatchery  operations  will  be  designed  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  Included  in  project  costs, 
in  accordance  with  understandings  reached  between 
your  agency  and  this  Bureau.  In  essence  these  fea¬ 
tures  will  consist  of  an  upper  outlet  pipe  at  ele¬ 
vation  1,300,  with  a  capacity  of  35  c.f.s.  with  pool 
surface  at  elevation  1,328,  and  a  lower  outlet  pipe 
at  elevation  1,225  with  a  capacity  of  35  c.f.s.  with 
pool  surface  at  elevation  1,267. 


gfhwT  Resources  -  Post-iwpoundnant  OccorcaoctB 

Quantitive  lnfoxnatlon  describing  tha  poat-lnpoundsnnt  Allegheny  lake 
racraatlooal  fishery  m  not  available  prior  to  tha  currant  evaluation. 
To  acquire  the  necessary  data  upon  which  to  base  a  reasoned  appraisal  of 
the  pre-construction  planning  documents,  a  one-year  study  of  the  lake 
fishery  was  conducted  under  toms  of  a  subcontract  (Mo.  DACW-31-79-C- 
0003(3)]  negotiated  with  the  Pennsylvania  State  University  (PSU).  This 
study  was  conducted  fro*  April  1,  1979  through  March  31,  1980.  Dr. 

Edwin  L.  Cooper  served  as  the  Principal  Investigator,  assisted  by 
Charles  C.  Wagner.  Specific  study  goals  included  an  analysis  of  the 
flab  cna—inlty,  identification  of  critical  water  quality  characteristics 
of  the  reservoir  end  a  survey  of  angler-use  and  harvest.  The  eonpletedi 
report  for  the  study,  subaitted  to  the  Sport  Pishing  Institute  in  June, 
1980,  comprised  the  prlasry  intonation  source  upon  which  the  following 
section  is  based  (21). 


Stocfclns 

Largawouth  bass,  walleye,  northern  pike,  and  waskellnege  ware  planted 
to  establish  a  dominance  of  predators  during  the  early  years  of  iapeund- 
uent  (Table  14).  Despite  this,  a  tresaodous  hatch  of  carp  fns  a  few 
resident  adults  flooded  the  lake  with  13-18  on  (5-7  in)  young  carp  by 
8eptaaber,  1967.  The  introduced  largcamith  bass  also  flourished  during 
tha  first  two  years,  but  have  never  recovered  to  their  initial  abundance. 
Although  saallneuth  bass  have  never  bean  stocked,  it  is  interesting  to 
note  that  this  species  is  now  abundant  in  the  reservoir. 
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Tabl*  14.  Allegheny  Laka.  number  of  fUh  atockad  (la  thouaaada)  la 
Alleghany  Laka  over  period  froa  1966  eo  1979,  laclualva 


Taar 

“TP 

■orthara 

Walleye  V  Mukolluaga  1/  Pika  V 

Catflah  i/  Treat  3/ 

1966 

830 

1967 

980 

3,000  30 

0.273 

1968 

200 

132  313 

67.4 

1969 

300 

800  1.4  1,200 

132 

1970 

4 

32  2,000 

37 

1971 

24 

1972 

1973 

1,600 

1974 

2,300 

y 

1975 

3,000 

y 

1976 

3.00 

y 

1977 

2,800 

y 

1978 

2,000 

y 

1979 

13 

y 

y  Largeaouth  baaa  atockad  aa  flagarllag  [2.3  to  3  ca  (1  to  2  la)]  axe apt 
for  23,730  advanced  flngarllag  [5.1  to  12.7  ea  (2  to  5  la)]  atockad  la 
October,  I960 

2/  Walleye  a ad  northern  pika  atockad  aa  a via- up 
y  Muakelluaga  atockad  aa  flngarllaga  { 10.2  to  30.5  ca  (4  to  12  la)] 

4/  Channel  catflah  atockad  aa  flngarllaga  [3.1  to  12.7  ca  (2  to  5  la)] 
ascapt  for  10,700  aub-adulta  [20.3  to  25.0  ca  (8  to  10  la)]  atockad 
In  1970 

i)  Approximately  10  to  30  thouaaod  brown  trout  and/or  rainbow  trout  ware 
atockad  each  year  in  trlbutarloa  to  the  Laka 


•  17* 
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The  1967  planting  of  walleyes  showed  up  in  the  1969  sotting.  After  e 
hiatus  of  severe 1  years  of  no-stocking  (and  concurrent  low  abundance  of 
adult  walleye),  the  resumption  of  heavy  plantings  of  walleye  fry  ever 
the  6-year  period  from  1973  to  1979  is  believed  to  have  been  responsible 
for  the  present  large  population  of  this  species.  A  one-year  hiatus  of 
stocking  (1979)  has  been  programed  in  the  aanagaaent  plan  for  the  lake 
as  a  aeans  of  evaluating  the  lmportnace  of  the  stocking  program  in  re¬ 
cruiting  the  adult  walleye  population.  It  is  known  that  sone  natural 
reproduction  of  the  walleye  now  occurs. 

Other  introductions  to  the  lake  which  have  been  successful  Include  the 
channel  catfish,  northern  pike,  (which  nay  have  been  present  but  not 
previously  collected)  and  the  enerald  shiner  (which  was  Introduced  from 
Lake  Brie,  but  was  common  in  the  lower  part  of  the  Allegheny  River  prior 
to  impoundment).  Other  species  were  inadvertently  Introduced.  These 
include  the  spottall  shiner  (probably  included  by  error  with  eaeral 
shiner  from  lake  Erie),  and  an  occasional  coho  salmon  added  by  enthu¬ 
siastic  anglers.  Sene  consideration  has  been  given  to  the  introduction 
of  rainbow  smelt,  but  this  has  not  yet  occurred.  The  white  bass,  pre¬ 
viously  present  in  the  watershed  in  small  numbers,  is  now  well  estab¬ 
lished  in  the  lake  and  is  increasing  in  abundance  in  the  river  below 
the  dam. 


iMdsZnaH  mi  _  iifirwMrpjnTa 


The  fish  population  of  Allegheny  Lake  was  sampled  annually  from  1967 
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through  1979  by  the  FWS  (Division  of  Fishery  Assistance).  Additional 
saapling  was  conducted  in  1979  by  PSU  under  tens  of  subcon tzaet  inves¬ 
tigation  (21). 

Gill-netting  constituted  the  priaary  fish  saapling  technique  eaployed  in 
Allegheny  Lake.  The  gill  nets  used  in  the  investigation  were  each  38  a 
(125  ft)  in  length  and  consisted  of  a  gang  of  five  7.6  a  (25  ft)  sec¬ 
tions  of  different  aesh  sires  ranging  froa  2.5  ca  (1  in)  to  5.0  ca  (2  in) 
bar  aesh.  The  nets  were  set  overnight  for  about  20  hours,  either  tied 
to  the  shoreline  or  fished  on  the  bottoa  at  an  angle  along  the  litteml 
shore  extending  into  deep  water.  Three  to  five  nets  per  day  were  usu¬ 
ally  eaployed.  Catch  data  were  recorded  as  the  nuaber  of  fish  caught 
per  100  net  hours. 

Saapling  intensity  over  the  13  year  saapling  period  (1967-1979)  varied 
froa  a  low  of  124  net  hours  in  1968  to  a  high  of  2,088  net  hours  in 
1975  end  was  higher  during  the  latter  years  of  the  survey  (Table  15). 

An  average  of  977  net  hours  were  fished  annually,  which  is  equivalent 
to  five  nets  set  overnight  (20  hours)  on  approxlastely  10  occasions  per 
year. 

Four  large  predator  species  (walleye,  northern  pike,  auakel lunge  and 
channel  catfish)  registered  substantial  increases  in  capture  rate  (well 
over  100  percent)  over  the  last  nine  years  of  saapling  as  cohered  to 
the  first  four  years  of  impoundment.  Largeaouth  bass,  on  the  other 
band,  experienced  a  decline  in  capture  rate  during  later  years. 
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Th«  ntllaouth  but,  although  never  atockad,  maintained  lta  position  as 
one  of  tha  dominant  predator  species  in  the  lake  fish  coaaunlty  through¬ 
out  the  13 -year  sampling  period.  Contrary  to  FUS  predictions,  carp  and 
white  sucker  populations  declined  substantially  (more  than  SO  percent) 
from  earlier  years,  but  renain  as  laportant  conponents  of  the  population. 

Many  other  species  large  enough  to  be  captured  in  gill  nets  were  collec¬ 
ted.  such  as  five  species  of  redhorses.  qulllback.  brown  and  yellow  bull¬ 
head  and  yellow  perch.  The  nean  length  of  the  walleye  saapled  during 
the  1979  gill-netting  investigation  was  between  33  and  36  ca  (13-14  in). 
Sons  675  walleye  of  the  total  of  1.067  walleye  collected  by  gill-netting 
were  under  the  38.1  ca  (IS  in)  legal  win lias  length  linit  for  a  ratio 
of  1:2. 55  legal  alee  to  sub-legal  size  walleye  (Table  16). 

In  addition  to  gill  netting,  the  lake  was  saapled  periodically  by  elec¬ 
trofishing.  Although  less  saapling  effort  was  spent  electrofishing  than 
gill-netting,  the  electrofishing  saaples  provided  helpful  aupplasmntal 
information  concerning  the  species  composition  of  the  lake  fish  cosaunlty. 
In  the  period  froa  1969  to  1975,  electrofishing  was  done  in  the  day tine, 
mostly  in  the  upper  portion  of  thelake.  Only  a  few  walleye,  which  are 
seldom  found  near  the  lake  surface  during  the  daytime,  were  collected. 

Several  commonly  creeled  species,  which  were  not  abundant  in  the  gill- 
netting  saaples  (black  and  white  crapple,  puapklnseed,  yellow  perch), 
were  represented  in  the  electrofishing  saaples  (Table  17). 
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Table  16.  —  Allegheny  Lake.  Length  frequency  of  walleyes  captured  by  experimental 
gill  nets  during  1979 


Length  Interval  Nijnber  of  walleyes  caught  during  period: 

Cm  Inches  April -May  June-July  August-November  Total 


13.0-15.4 

5.1-  6.0 

— 

- 

1 

1 

15.5-17.8 

<7* 

1 

O 

- 

1 

22 

23 

17.9-20.3 

7.1-  8.0 

17 

13 

7 

37 

20.4-22.9 

8.1-  9.0 

20 

36 

“ 

56 

23.0-25.4 

9.1-10.0 

7 

51 

4 

62 

25.5-27.9 

10.1-11.0 

- 

15 

22 

37 

28.0-30.5 

11.1-12.0 

1 

- 

88 

89 

30.6-33.0 

12.1-13.0 

8 

11 

161 

180 

33.1-35.6 

13.1-14.0 

28 

34 

81 

143 

35.7-38.1 

14.1-15.0 

44 

65 

30 

139 

Subtotal 

125 

226 

416 

765 

38.2-40.6 

15.1-16.0 

20 

39 

81 

140 

40.7-43.2 

16.1-17.0 

7 

7 

60 

74 

43.3-45.7 

17.1-18.0 

7 

8 

21 

36 

45.8-48.3 

13.1-19.0 

2 

7 

5 

14 

48.2-50.8 

19.1-20.0 

2 

5 

4 

11 

50.9-53.3 

20.1-21.0 

2 

2 

3 

7 

53.4-55.9 

21.1-22.0 

1 

3 

1 

5 

57.0-58.4 

22.1-23.0 

- 

1 

3 

4 

58.5-61.0 

23.1-24.0 

1 

1 

1 

3 

61.1-63.5 

24.1-25.0 

- 

1 

4 

5 

63.6-68.6 

26.1-27.0 

- 

- 

1 

1 

Subtotal 

42 

74 

184 

300 

Grand  total 

167 

300 

600 

1.067 

12 


SMCltf 

Avereae 

No*  X 

1969 

(3.2) 

1970 
(4  5) 

'i  a' 

'  r 

sempllnq 

(6.3) 

1974 

(5.0) 

1975 

(8.0) 

Brown  trout 

0.7 

0.2 

— 

-- 

-- 

4 

- 

Musket  lung* 

O.S 

0.2 

-- 

- 

3 

-- 

2 

Northern  pike 

3.8 

1.1 

— 

- 

X 

6 

2 

14 

Cerp 

11.2 

32.4 

157 

157 

58 

275 

— 

1 

Golden  shiner 

9.1 

2.6 

2 

2 

— 

3 

48 

-- 

Cannon  shiner 

4.5 

1.3 

9 

7 

1 

2 

8 

- 

Quill  beck 

4.2 

1.2 

1 

7 

2 

9 

- 

6 

Hogsucker 

2.3 

0.7 

6 

3 

1 

2 

2 

-- 

Redhorses 

32.7 

9.5 

39 

56 

27 

19 

5 

50 

White  sucker 

9.0 

2.6 

1 

3 

3 

12 

31 

4 

Channel  cetflsh 

0.3 

tr. 

*- 

*• 

-- 

-- 

- 

2 

Yellow  bull  heed 

0.5 

0.1 

-- 

2 

-- 

- 

-- 

1 

Brown  bull  heed 

2.3 

0.7 

5 

2 

- 

5 

1 

1 

White  bess 

0.2 

tr. 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1 

lergenouth  bess 

5.0 

1.4 

8 

10 

5 

2 

5 

— 

Snellnouth  bess 

14.  B 

4.3 

9 

3 

10 

13 

16 

48 

Bleck  crepple 

5.2 

1.5 

5 

3 

6 

17 

-- 

— 

White  crepple 

38.8 

11.2 

5 

3 

104 

74 

46 

1 

Rock  bess 

1.2 

0.3 

-- 

-- 

1 

-- 

2 

4 

Punpklnseed 

23.5 

6.B 

63 

17 

12 

5 

25 

29 

Blueglll 

4.3 

1.2 

16 

1 

3 

1 

1 

4 

Yellow  perch 

69.3 

20.1 

143 

63 

63 

30 

50 

67 

Well eye 

1.0 

0.3 

-- 

-- 

2 

— 

1 

3 
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Tr.  -  Trece 


Blectroflahing  was  done  at  night  (froa  dusk  to  11  p.e.)  during  subse¬ 
quent  years.  In  1979,  a  3  hour  electrofishing  saaple  obtained  froa  the 
Kincua  area  of  the  lake  produced  a  large  number  of  walleye  along  with 
numerous  saallaouth  bass,  several  species  of  redhorse,  carp  and  white 
sucker  (Table  18).  Several  other  species  which  were  too  saall  to  appear 
in  gill  netting  collections  were  taken  by  electrofishing.  These  species 
Included  the  log  perch,  bluntnose  minnow,  spottall  shiner  and  eaerald 
shiner.  The  capture  of  a  7.6  ca  (3  in)  young -of- the- year  walleye  by 
electrofishing  was  evidence  that  walleye  spawned  successfully,  as  no 
walleye  had  been  stocked  during  1979. 

A  list  of  the  fish  species  recorded  for  the  Allegheny  River  and/or 
Allegheny  Lake  is  presented  in  Table  19.  This  iiat  Includes  77  species 
recorded  froa  surveys  conducted  by  the  TVS,  PTC,  and  PSU  between  1938 
and  1979. 

Thirty-two  species  native  to  the  Allegheny  River  systaa  were  collected 
in  Allegheny  Lake.  Five  additional  species  were  collected  in  Allegheny 
Lake  which  represented  either  purposeful  introduction  by  PFC  (channel 
catfish,  northern  pike,  eaerald  shiner)  or  lnsdvertent  introductions 
(spottall  shiner).  A  few  coho  saloon,  which  were  assuaed  to  have  been 
stocked  by  anglers,  were  also  reported  froa  the  lake. 

Tallwater  fish  co— amity 

The  PFC  initiated  a  post- lap oundaent  tsllwater  fishery  survey  on  the 
Allegheny  River  below  Kinsua  Dan  in  1969  which  continued  through  1974 
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Table  19.  —  Allegheny  Lake.  Smeary  of  flih  species  reported  from 
Allegheny  Lake  and  the  Allegheny  Riven  be lew  Klniua  Pew  within  the 
project  impact  area,  lBM>lt7g.  Rased  on  species  lists  reported  by 

PSU  (24)  and  by  PFC  (25) 


Petrowyiontldae 
Ohio  lamprey,  A 
Allegheny  brook  lamprey,  A 
American  brook  lamprey,  A 

Lepisosteidae 
Short nose  gar,  A 

Angulllldae 
American  eel ,  A 

Salmonldae 
Brook  trout,  R 
Brown  trout.  A,  R 
Rainbow  trout.  A,  R 
Coho  salmon,  1 

Esocldae 

Muskel lunge.  A,  R 
Northern  pike,  I 

Cyprlnldae 
Stoneroller,  A 
Carp,  A.  R 
Blgeyc  chub,  A 
River  chub,  A 
Streamline  chub,  A 
Gravel  chub,  A 
River  chub,  A 
Cutllp  minnow,  A 
Golden  shiner,  A,  R 
Coanon  shiner,  A 
Silver  shiner,  A 
Rosyface  shiner,  A 
Emerald  shiner,  1 
Spottal!  shiner,  I 
Sand  shiner,  A,  R 
Mimic  shiner,  A,  R 
Tonguetled  minnow,  A 
Bluntnose  minnow,  A,  R 
Fathead  minnow,  R 
Blacknose  dace,  A 
longnose  dace,  A 
Creek  chub,  A 
Pearl  dace,  A 

Catostomldae 
Quill  back.  A,  R 
White  sucker,  A,  R 
Northern  hog  sucker,  A,  R 
Silver  redhorse,  A,  R 
Golden  redhorse,  A,  R 
Shorthead  redhorse,  A,  R 
Black  redhorse,  A,  R 
River  redhorse,  R 


Gad idea 
Burbot,  A 

Ictalurldee 
Yellow  bullhead,  A,  R 
Brown  bullhead.  A,  R 
Stonecat,  A,  R 
Channel  catfish,  I 
Hadtea,  A 

Flathead  catfish,  A 

Gas teres tel dee 
Brook  stickleback,  A 

Per cops Idea 
Trout 'Perch,  A 

Pare Ich thy Idee 
White  bass,  R 

Centrerchldee 
Rock  bass.  A.  R 
Puopklnseed.  A,  R 
Blued!  M.  A,  R 
Smallmeuth  bass.  A,  R 
Largamauth  bast.  A,  R 
White  croppie,  R 
Hack  crapple,  R 

Percldee 

Breens Ida  darter,  A 
Rainbow  darter,  A 
Blueb roast  darter,  A 
Fantall  darter,  A 
Spatted  darter,  A 
Johnny  darter,  A 
Tippecanoe  darter,  A 
Variegate  darter,  A 
landed  darter,  A 
Yellow  perch.  A,  R 
logperch,  A,  R 
Channel  darter,  A 
Guilt  darter,  A 
Longhead  darter,  A 
Hacks  Ida  darter,  A 
Slondorhoad  darter,  A 
Walleye,  A,  R 

Cottldae 

Nettled  sculpln,  A 


A.  Present  In  the  Allegheny  River  below  Klntua  Pam. 

R.  Native  species  reaalnlng  as  spawning  population  in  the  lake,  or 
a  common  migrant  from  tributary  stream. 

I.  introduced  into  lake  at  eaetlcs. 
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(22).  Fish  collections  were  obtained  primarily  by  eleetrofishing  along 
with  supplemental  sailing  by  seining  and  gill  netting. 


Some  69  species  of  fish  were  recorded  during  the  survey  including  three 
species  listed  on  Pennsylvania  rare  and  endangered  speciea  list  (tippe- 
canoe  darter,  longhead  darter  and  slenderhead  dartar).  Major  recreational 
fish  species  evaluated  during  the  survey  included  the  amallmouth  bass, 
largemouth  bass,  walleye,  muskellunge  and  northern  pike. 

Adequate  amallmouth  bass  reproduction  was  found  throughout  the  project 
impact  area  each  year  of  the  survey  and  was  considered  excellent  in  1970 
and  1971.  Smallmouth  bass  spawning  in  the  11  km  (7  mi)  section  of  the 
Allegheny  River  immediately  below  Kinzua  Dam  appeared  to  be  delayed 
from  one  to  three  weeks  as  a  result  of  cooler  water  released  from 
Allegheny  Lake. 


Although  sporadic  reproduction  by  largemouth  bass  was  noted  in  Isolated 

backwater  areas  of  the  Allegheny  River,  the  species  was  not  considered 

as  an  iaportant  component  of  the  recreational  fishery  (22),  viz: 

The  largemouth  cannot  be  considered  as  an  important 
part  of  the  river  fishery  even  though  it  does  pro¬ 
vide  some  recreation.  It  would  not  be  feasible  to 
attempt  to  manage  largemouth  bass  as  a  part  of  the 
fishery  of  the  Allegheny. 


Information  concerning  spawning  success  of  walleye  was  equivocal  (on. 
clt.).  vis: 

After  five  years  of  sampling  no  definite  assessment 
of  walleye  reproduction  can  be  made.  Results  of 
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stapling  and  a  20  alia  fish  kill  indicate  a  vary  low 
density  of  Juvenile  walleye;  however,  year  class 
strengths  have  been  relatively  uniform  throughout 
the  five  year  study. 

Since  1970  only  four  young -of -year  walleye  have  been 
collected.  Proa  this  information  the  project  leader 
has  coos  to  two  possible  conclusions: 

1.  Due  to  selectivity  of  gear,  juvenile  walleye 
are  not  captured  during  survey  work. 

2.  Present  walleye  populations  are  the  result  of 
recruitment  f row  areas  other  than  the  study  area. 


Definite  evidence  of  successful  ouskellunge  reproduction  on  the  other 

hand,  was  available  (on.  clt.),  vis: 

It  has  bean  dlflnitely  established  that  ouskellunge 
natural  reproduction  Is  occurlng  In  the  Allegheny 
River.  Plngerllng  ranging  froa  4.2  to  23.0  ca  were 
collected  In  1973  and  1974.  No  auakellunge  fry  were 
stocked  during  these  two  years.  Since  auakellunge 
are  Indigenous  to  the  Upper  Allegheny  River,  natural 
reproduction  was  not  considered  unusual. 

A  total  of  9  auakellunge  finger ling  were  taken  by 
seining  and  electrofishing.  Seining  efforts  in  1973 
by  the  Tlonesta  Hatchery  crew  resulted  In  approxi¬ 
mately  one  auakellunge  per  160  nan-hours  of  seining. 
Blectroshocklng  efforts  in  1974  resulted  In  the  cap¬ 
ture  of  3  auakellunge  flngerllng  or  one  flngerliag 
per  72  hours  of  electro fishing. 


A  fish  population  survey  was  conducted  In  the  fall  of  1979  by  PSU  over  a 
24  ka  (15  ai)  stretch  of  the  Allegheny  River  tallwater  immediately  below 
the  Klnsua  Dam  (21),  vis: 

The  Allegheny  River  below  Klnsua  Dam  for  a  distance 
of  15  miles  supported  a  diverse  fish  population  In 
the  fall  of  1979  of  no  less  than  34  species.  All 
but  two  of  these  (one  specimen  each  of  the  grass  pic¬ 
kerel  and  the  redslde  dace)  have  been  previously 
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collected  from  this  portion  of  the  river.  Meet  of 
theee  are  common  inhabitant*  of  the  area,  either  in 
the  aain  river  or  tributary  water*. 

Thi*  electrofishing  was  useful  in  documenting  three 
aspect*  of  this  fish  population  which  say  have  been 
influenced  by  the  dam  construction,  as  follows: 

1.  Smallmouth  bass  are  successfully  spawning  and 
surviving  over  the  entire  river  system  up  to 
the  first  station  which  was  only  0.25  mile  be* 
low  Klnsua  Dam.  Apparently,  the  cold  water  re* 
leased  from  the  reservoir  and  the  higher  mini¬ 
mum  flows  in  summer  did  not  completely  disrupt 
natural  reproduction  of  this  species.  The  same 
conclusion  was  reached  by  Ronald  Lee  of  the 
Pennsylvania  Fish  Commission  in  his  1971  sur¬ 
vey  of  the  river. 

2.  Three  of  the  shiners  (rosyfaee,  sand,  and  mimic) 
which  were  common  in  the  river  before  impound¬ 
ment  are  now  rare  in  the  river  above  Warren. 

This  is  probably  due  both  to  the  cooler  water 
and  stronger  current  that  exists  here  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  water  released  from  the  reservoir. 

3.  Three  other  species  (spottall  shiner,  yellow 
perch  and  the  walleye)  have  greatly  increased 
their  abundance  in  the  river  above  Warren. 

These  are  undoubtedly  spilling  over  the  dam 
from  the  very  large  populations  in  the  reser¬ 
voir,  but  contribute  significantly  to  the  river 
population  for  a  distance  of  only  about  7  miles. 


Water  quality 

Vertical  oxygen  and  temperfurc  profile  were  obtained  in  1979  by  the  PSD 
at  the  smuth  of  Sugar  Bay,  located  approximately  8  km  above  the  dam.  The 
sampling  station  was  located  at  a  point  assumed  to  be  shove  any  Influence 
from  the  pumped  storage  facility  which  was  located  immediately  above  the 
dam.  The  profiles  were  obtained  monthly  from  July  through  Bovember  to 
cover  the  period  of  maxi  asm  stratification.  Readings  were  taken  by 
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thermistor  thtrsoacttr  and  oxygen -elec trod*  meters  calibrated  by  occa- 
alonal  samples  tltreatad  by  the  atandard  Winkler  method. 

The  vertical  profile*  of  water  temperature  and  dlaaolved  oxygen  obtained 
during  the  late  summer  and  fall  of  1979  indicated  some  thermal  stratifl- 
catlon  and  a  moderate  loaa  of  dlaaolved  oxygen  below  a  depth  of  13.7  m 
(45  ft)  by  September  (Table  20).  At  no  time,  however,  waa  there  a  com¬ 
bination  of  high  temperature  and  low  oxygen  auffldent  to  creete  condi¬ 
tion*  unaul table  for  trout  In  the  lake.  At  the  peak  of  the  hypollmnetle 
oxygen  deficit  in  September,  aurfece  water*  had  already  cooled  auffl- 
clently  to  make  thla  stratum  suitable  for  trout. 

The  poor  development  of  themel  stratification  and  email  hypoliaietlc 
oxygen  deficit  In  1979  may  have  been  an  unusual  case  becauae  of  cool, 
rainy  weather  during  the  normally  hot  part  of  the  euamer.  For  thla 
reason,  a  more  typical  year  (1972)  was  selected  from  survey  data  collec¬ 
ted  prevloualy  by  the  CB  for  comparison.  In  1972,  surface  weters  reached 
25  degrees  C  (77  degrees  F)  by  July  25,  with  a  strong  thermocllne  start¬ 
ing  at  the  3  m  (10  ft)  depth.  By  September  19,  dissolved  oxygen  almost 
completely  disappeared  below  12  a  (40  ft)  (Table  21). 

A  further  comparison  between  the  1972  and  1979  data  provided  by  Table  22 
Indicated  that  operation  of  the  Seneca  ptaped- storage  facility  at  the 
dam  (not  operating  In  1972)  possibly  was  responsible  for  Increasing  dis¬ 
solved  oxygen  levels  In  the  hypo limn  ion  at  least  a*  far  upstream  as 
Sugar  Bay,  a  distance  of  about  8  km  (5  ml). 
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Table  20.  **  Allegheny  Lake.  Temperature  and  dissolved  oxygen  profiles  at  mouth  of 
Sugar  My  during  tha  siaaer  and  fall  of  1979  (T  ■  temperature  F;  00  •  dissolved 
oxygen  in  ppm) 


Depth  In 

feat 

_ 

fate 

. U.M 

■W  ft 

ST 

rroEt 

12  Nov 

TO 

Tff 

Tff 

m 

0 

72.0 

8.9 

69.3 

9.4 

64.8 

7.0 

55.8 

7.5 

49.1 

9.9 

$ 

70.9 

9.2 

68.0 

9.1 

64.8 

7.0 

55.8 

7.3 

49.1 

9.2 

10 

88.8 

9.4 

66.6 

8.5 

64.6 

6.8 

55.8 

7.4 

49.1 

9.2 

1$ 

82.1 

7.9 

66.4 

7.9 

64.6 

6.8 

55.8 

7.3 

49.1 

8.9 

20 

61.3 

8.3 

66.2 

6.5 

64.6 

6.9 

55.8 

7.3 

49.1 

8.8 

25 

60.4 

7.4 

64.6 

6.2 

64.6 

6.7 

55.8 

7.3 

49.1 

8.8 

30 

59.4 

7.6 

64.0 

5.6 

64.6 

6.9 

55.8 

7.3 

49.1 

8.8 

15 

58.6 

7.7 

62.8 

4.7 

64.6 

6.6 

55.8 

7.3 

48.2 

8-9 

40 

57.6 

7.5 

62.4 

5.1 

64.6 

6.6 

55.8 

7.3 

48.2 

8.8 

45 

57.2 

7.4 

61.2 

4.8 

64.4 

5.1 

55.4 

7.6 

48.2 

8.8 

so 

56.7 

7.3 

60.8 

4.4 

63.7 

3.3 

54.5 

7.8 

48.2 

8.8 

55 

Si. 6 

7.3 

60.6 

4.0 

63.3 

3.0 

54.0 

7.1 

48.2 

8.8 

<0 

54.9 

7.0 

59.6 

3.9 

63.3 

2.9 

53.8 

7.2 

48.2 

8.8 

cs 

54.0 

6.8 

59.4 

3.6 

63.0 

2.7 

53.6 

7.3 

46.4 

8.6 

70 

53.6 

6.8 

58.1 

3.0 

62.6 

1.7 

53.2 

7.4 

46.4 

7.0 

75 

53.2 

6.6 

57.2 

1.9 

61.7 

1.0 

50.4 

8.2 

— 

— 

80 

51.6 

6.2 

55.4 

1.4 

61.2 

0.3 

50.0 

0.7 

— 

— 

Ml  • 
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Table  22.  --  Allegheny  Lake.  Comparison  of  dissolved 
oxygen  profiles  obtained  at  mouth  of  Sugar  Bay  during 
the  period  of  maximum  stratification  in  1972  and  1979. 
(DO  =  dissolved  oxygen  in  ppm) 


Depth  in 
feet 

1972 

July* 

1979 

September 

1972 

* 

1979 

0 

7.7 

8.9 

6.9 

7.0 

10 

7.5 

9.4 

6.8 

6.8 

15 

6.0 

7.9 

6.7 

6.8 

20 

4.8 

8.3 

6.7 

6.9 

25 

5.0 

7.4 

6.7 

6.7 

30 

4.8 

7.6 

6.6 

6.9 

35 

4.6 

7.7 

6.3 

6.6 

40 

4.0 

7.5 

4.1 

6.6 

45 

4.0 

7.4 

0.6 

5.1 

50 

3.8 

7.3 

0.6 

3.3 

55 

3.6 

7.3 

0.6 

3.0 

60 

3.4 

7.0 

0.5 

2.9 

65 

3.1 

6.8 

0.1 

2.7 

70 

3.0 

6.8 

0.0 

1.7 

75 

3.2 

6.6 

0.0 

1.0 

80 


3.3 


5.2 


0.0 
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The  additional  oxygen  in  tha  hypo line ion  in  tha  summer  nay  ba  influencing 
vortical  fish  distribution  in  tha  lower  sector  of  tha  lake  by  extending 
tha  cool-water  living  space  for  both  trout  and  walleye. 

A  few  other  water  quality  parameters  have  been  sampled  by  the  CE  at  dif¬ 
ferent  times  in  the  past.  Those  show  the  water  in  the  reservoir  to  be 
nearly  neutral  in  pH  and  relatively  soft.  The  range  of  values  for  10 
samples  taken  from  different  parts  of  tha  reservoir  during  the  two  days. 
25-26  August,  1971,  were  as  follows:  pH,  6.5  to  7.2;  specific  conducti¬ 
vity,  140-180  reciprocal  megohms ;  total  alkalinity,  23-34  ppm;  and  hard¬ 
ness,  28-77  ppm. 

Post-impoundnant  water  quality  considerations  in  the  Allegheny  River 
tallwater  below  Klnsua  Dam  were  evaluated  in  the  PTC  study  conducted 
bebween  1969-1974  (22).  Alkalinity,  hardness,  dissolved  oxygen,  and  pH 
were  analysed  bi-weekly  from  June  through  Hovember  in  1970  and  on  a 
monthly  basis  in  1973  and  1974  at  15  representative  stations  extending 
approximately  161  km  (100  mi)  below  Klnsua  Dam.  Total  alkalinity,  total 
hardness  and  conductivity  were  determined  with  a  Bach  DR-KL  field  kit, 
and  dissolved  oxygen  was  determined  with  a  T8I  dissolved  oxygen  meter. 

A  Halllge  hydrogen-ion  co^arator  was  used  to  determine  pH.  Dissolved 
oxygen  values  were  generally  adequate  for  optimum  fish  production  at  all 
stations  throughout  the  period  of  aaa lysis.  Alkalinity  and  hardness 
determinations  1 Mediately  below  the  dan  ranged  from  an  average  of  26 
to  35  ppm  and  29  to  45  ppm,  respectively.  Values  at  the  lower  meet 
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station  (near  Oil  City,  Pennsylvania)  were  only  allghfcly  higher,  with  the 
range  In  alkalinity  averaging  33  to  53  ppw  and  39  to  64  ppa  for  hardnaaa. 
The  pH  values  registered  lwasd lately  below  the  dan  ranged  from  7.0  to 
7.4  as  compared  to  a  range  of  7.3  to  8.1  at  the  lower  aost  stations. 


Conductivity  aeasureaents  were  obtained  only  In  Hoveaber,  1974.  Conduc¬ 
tivity  Measured  170  reciprocal  aagohns  1—ed lately  below  the  daa  and  150 
at  the  lower  nost  station.  The  findings  were  suaaarized  In  the  PFC  re¬ 
port  (22),  as  follows: 

In  reviewing  these  paraaeters.  It  is  found  dissolved 
oxygen  levels  are  satisfactory  at  all  stations.  Alka¬ 
linity  and  hardness  are  rather  consistent  in  range 
on  a  aonth-to-aonth  basis.  Throughout  the  sampling 
period,  alkalinity  and  hardness  generally  ranged  bet¬ 
ween  20  and  60  ppa  in  the  Allegheny  River. 

The  three  aajor  trlbutariee  aonltored  have  higher 
alkallnlties  and  pH's  than  the  Allegheny  River.  The 
pH's  recorded  at  these  stations  are  exceptionally 
high  and  appear  to  be  the  result  of  erratic  pol¬ 
lutions  oc curing  on  these  streaas.  Future  Monitor¬ 
ing  of  these  tributaries  could  pinpoint  soae  of  the 
pollution  sources  on  these  tributaries. 

The  overall  effect  these  tributaries  have  on  the 
Allegheny  River  appears  to  be  alulae 1  because  of  the 
regulated  flows  froa  Klnxua  Daa... 

The  water  quality  of  the  study  area  Is  acceptable  for 
a  wa raws ter  fishery  throughout  Its  entire  length. 

The  area  lasedlately  downs treaa  froa  Kinrua  Daa  (six 
alias)  provided  a  quality  fishery  for  large  brown 
and  rainbow  trout.  The  Halting  factor  downstreaa 
froa  this  area  Is  related  to  tewperature  rather  than 
to  general  water  quality. 

Hater  quality  does  not  appear  to  be  a  Halting  factor 
In  the  life  cycles  of  warawater  fishes  present  In  the 
Allegheny  River. 
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Several  investigations  have  been  conducted  to  examine  the  effects  of  the 
project  on  water  temperature  In  the  Allegheny  River  tailwater.  A  February, 
1975  CS  report,  authored  by  G.  R.  Drummond  and  D.  L.  Robey,  noted  that 
the  temperature  of  the  Allegheny  River  under  natural  conditions  could  be 
expected  to  reach  a  sustained  temperature  of  15.5  degrees  C  (60  degrees 
F),  or  above,  by  the  first  of  June  (23).  However,  considerable  tempera¬ 
ture  fluctuation  could  be  anticipated  annually  (op.  cit.),  vis: 

During  the  spring  of  most  years,  natural  stream 
temperatures  reach  60  degrees  F  for  a  short  period 
of  time  (1-3  days),  then  drop  below  60  degrees  F 
before  warming.  The  time  from  then  to  sustained  60 
degrees  F  averages  between  15  and  20  days...  There 
is  close  agreement  between  the  average,  earliest, 
and  latest  dates  to  reach  60  degrees  F  on  the  har¬ 
monic  curve,  and  the  time  to  a  sustained  60  degrees 
F  on  the  computed  data.  From  the  above  analysis,  it 
can  be  said  that,  on  the  average,  a  sustained  60 
degrees  F  can  be  expected  under  natural  conditions 
by  the  first  of  June.  But,  there  is  also  the  possi¬ 
bility  that  a  sustained  60  degrees  F  can  be  reached 
as  early  as  mid-May  or  as  late  as  the  second  week  of 
June  based  upon  the  sixteen  years  of  data. 


Also,  the  PFC  tailwater  investigation  pointed  out  that  the  construction 
of  operation  of  the  Allegheny  Lake  project  had  effected  a  temporal  change 
in  the  teaperature  regime  of  the  Allegheny  River  below  the  Klnzua  Dam 
(22),  vie: 


A  temperature  lag  occurs  in  the  spring  and  fall  of 
each  year,  and  dally  high  temperatures  are  lower  than 
those  recorded  during  the  preimpoundment  era.  January, 
February,  and  March  temperatures  appear  to  be  compar¬ 
able  to  those  of  the  preippoundment  era. 


This  theme  was  expanded  in  a  report  titled  “The  Effect  of  Klnxua  Dam  on 
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Water  Temperature  and  Aquatic  Life,”  publiahed  by  the  CE  in  1975  (24), 
vis: 

The  average  annual  temperature  of  the  Allegheny  River 
directly  below  the  site  of  Rinsua  Dam  has  dropped  from 
50.6  degrees  7.  to  only  50.0  degrees  F.  since  the  start 
of  operations  at  Rinsua  Dam  in  February,  1967  (from 
50.2  degrees  F.  to  49.5  degrees  F.  using  Glade  Run 
Bridge  data).  However,  the  seasonal  temperature  pat¬ 
tern  of  the  river  below  Rinsua  Dam  has  changed  signi¬ 
ficantly  store  than  what  is  reflected  by  die  pre- 
impoundment  and  post- impoundment  average  yearly  tem¬ 
peratures.  The  overall  effects  of  the  dam  have  been 
to  create  colder  spring  temperatures,  delay  and  lower 
maximum  summer  temperatures  and  to  warm  the  river 
into  the  fall  and  winter...  Whereas  July  temperatures 
at  Glade  Run  Bridge,  6.9  river  stiles  downstream  of 
the  dam,  averaged  in  excess  of  72  degrees  F.  and 
reached  am vi mums  of  over  76  degrees  F.  yearly  before 
impoundment,  summer  temperatures  greater  than  72 
degrees  F.  at  Glade  Run  Bridge  are  now  uncommon. 

Comparison  of  Glade  Run  Bridge  temperature  data  with 
teaperature  amasurements  taken  directly  at  the  dam 
show  little  summer  warming  in  this  seven  mile  section 
of  the  river.  However,  in  the  River  directly  below 
Warren,  Pennsylvania,  warming  in  suamer  is  extremely 
rapid  and  by  Irvine  Bridge  (15.8  river  miles  down¬ 
stream  of  the  dam)  the  maximum  mean  monthly  river 
water  temperature  exceeds  the  maximum  mean  monthly 
Inflow  teaperature  of  the  reservoir  measured  at 
Salamanca,  Hew  York.  In  August,  the  smith  of  warmest 
water  temperature  downstream  of  Rinzua  Dam,  the  river 
is  warmed  at  a  rata  of  0.2  degrees  F./adle  from  the 
outflow  to  Irvine  Bridge,  the  next  downstream  sta¬ 
tion  for  which  a  good  temperature  record  is  avail¬ 
able.  Practically  none  of  this  warming  occurs  above 
Glade  Run  Bridge,  but  averages  0.5  degrees  F./mile 
in  the  section  from  Glade  Run  Bridge  to  Irvine  Bridge. 

To  our  knowledge,  no  pre-impoundment  data  for  Irvine 
Bridge  is  available,  but  by  extra-population  of  data 
from  other  stations  upstream  and  downstream  of  Ir¬ 
vine  Bridge...,  it  appears  that  maximum  mean  monthly 
river  teaperature  now  approach  to  within  0.8  degrees 
F.  of  natural  pre -impoundment  temperatures,  although 
these  summer  maximums  are  delayed  one  to  three  weeks. 
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Also,  the  operation  of  the  Seneca  pumped -storage  power  facility  was  expec¬ 
ted  to  further  exacerbate  the  lower  than  desired  temperature  of  water 
released  in  the  Allegheny  River  tailwater  below  the  dam.  However,  tempe¬ 
rature  studies  conducted  by  the  Waterways  Experiment  Station,  Corps  of 
Engineers  concluded  that  the  operation  of  the  pumped -storage  facility  was 
not  responsible  for  lowering  the  temperature  of  water  released  from  the 
Allegheny  Lake  project  (25),  viz: 

Pumped- storage  actually  causes  the  hypolimnlon  to 
warm  faster  without  any  significant  cooling  of  the 
epilimnion. 


Angler  use 

The  earliest  available  angler  survey  data  from  Allegheny  Take  were  col¬ 
lected  in  conjunction  with  a  boating  use  survey  conducted  by  the  USFS 
between  May  30  and  Septesiber  30,  1969  (26).  Data  were  obtained  on  ten 
randomly  selected  sample  days,  five  of  which  were  weekdays  and  five 
weekends  or  holidays.  Information  came  from  three  sources.  Traffic 
counters  recorded  the  number  of  vehicles  entering  or  leaving  major  re¬ 
creation  areas  around  the  reservoir.  This  was  backed  up  by  water  meter 
readings  in  two  recreation  areas  to  help  detenaine  the  number  of  people 
using  the  facility.  Aerial  observation  of  the  number,  kind  of  boats  and 
activity  were  made  on  five  different  one-hour  flights  spread  through 
the  sample  day.  Finally,  USFS  personnel  interviewed  departing  boaters 
at  four  boat  launching  sites  to  determine  information  on  nuabers  in  the 
party,  point  of  origin,  and  hours  engaged  in  various  activities. 
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A  total  of  37,202  visitor  days  vara  estimated  over  the  A -month  tourist 
season.  Fishing  accounted  for  8,183  days  (22  percent)  of  the  total  visi¬ 
tor  day  use,  which  was  equivalent  to  98,196  hours  @  the  12  hours/visitor 
day  value  utilized  by  the  OSFS  in  the  study.  A  ground-truth  sample  of 
452  boats  revealed  the  following  statistics. 

(1)  101  (22.3  percent)  of  the  452  boats  were  used  in  fishing. 

(2)  One  or  more  fish  were  caught  in  32  of  the  101  boats 
that  were  used  in  fishing. 

(3)  It  took  784  *  urs  to  catch  186  fish  at  the  rate  of 
0.24  fish  per  hour. 

(4)  Yellow  perch  (83),  smallmouth  bass  (27),  white  crap- 
ple  (24),  black  crappie  (20),  and  the  carp  (15)  made 
up  911  of  the  total  catch.  No  muskellunge,  northern 
pike,  brown  trout  or  walleye  were  reported  in  the  catch. 

Estimates  of  fishing  pressure  (expressed  as  the  number  of  "visitor-days") 
were  made  annually  by  the  USFS  from  1970  through  1980  in  conjunction  with 
collection  of  overall  recreational  use  statistics  under  the  Forest  Ser¬ 
vice  Information  Management  (RIM)  program.  Each  "visitor  day"  as  de¬ 
fined  by  the  USFS,  represented  12  hours  of  use  on  the  project.  The  num¬ 
ber  of  visitor  days  reported  by  the  USFS  was  converted  to  equivilent 
fishing  man-days  on  the  basis  of  the  average  amount  of  time  actually 
spent  fishing  as  determined  by  the  creel  survey  conducted  by  the  PSU  in 
1979-1980  (21). 

Both  categories  of  "warmwater  fishing"  and  "ice  fishing"  listed  in  the 
RIM  annual  computer  printouts  reflect  fishing  estimates  pertinent  to 
Allegheny  Lake.  The  "coldwater  fishing"  category  refers  to  estimates 
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of  fishing  use  on  tributary  trout  streams  within  the  project  lap act  area. 
(Bussell  Hill,  Allegheny  National  Forest,  DSFS,  pers.  Coot.,  1981). 

Average  annual  warmwater  angling  nan-day  use  on  Allegheny  Lake  was  estl- 
nated  at  approximately  166,700  nan-days  from  1970  through  1980  (Table 
23).  Ice  fishing  man-days  use  accounted  for  an  additional  1,500  man-day 
per  year.  Trout  fishing  on  tributary  streams  was  estimated  at  some 
77,100  man-days  per  year. 

The  portion  of  Allegheny  Lake  located  in  New  York  lies  almost  entirely 
within  the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation,  and  a  special  fishing  license 
issued  by  the  Seneca  Indian  Nation  is  required  to  fish  In  this  sector  of 
the  lake.  As  noted  previously  in  Table  8,  a  total  of  7,575  fishing  li¬ 
censes  were  sold  to  non-Indians  during  the  1979-1980  fishing  season.  An 
additional  122  fishing  licenses  and  112  combination  fishing  and  hunting 
licenses  were  sold  to  residents  of  the  reservation.  Although  data  con¬ 
cerning  the  number  of  fishing  man-days  use  was  not  available,  angler 
use  evidently  was  significant  based  on  the  total  of  7,809  fishing  licenses 
sold  to  both  Indians  and  non-Indians. 

An  intense  creel  survey  of  Allegheny  Lake  was  conducted  between  April  1, 

1979  and  March  31,  1980  by  the  project  subcontractor.  The  following 

methodology  was  employed  for  the  study  (21),  via: 

A  sampling  schedule  was  designed  separately  for  three 
tine  periods,  each  of  which  estimated  fishing  pressure, 
yields,  and  catch  rate.  Intuitively,  we  expected  that 
seasonal  differences  existed  in  composition  of  anglers, 
their  catch  rate,  and  species  composition  of  the  catch. 
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Table  23.  —  Allegheny  Lake  Project.  Estimates  of  annual  fishing  pressure  (expressed  In 
thousands  of  days)  recorded  within  the  Allegheny  Reservoir  Recreation  Area  managed  by  the 
U.S.  Forest  Service.  Data  concerning  visitor-day  use  (12  hours/day)  derived  from  annual 
RIM  estimates  compiled  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service.  "Warmwater"  and  "Ice  fishing"  esti¬ 
mates  apply  to  Allegheny  Lake.  "Cold  water"  estimates  refer  to  tributary  trout  streams 
within  project  Impact  area 


Warmwater 

Ice  flshlno 

Cold  water 

Year 

No.  visitor 
days 

NoT* 

man-days 

No.  visitor 
days 

No.* 

man-days 

No.  visitor 
days 

No.* 

man-days 

1970 

28.0 

65.3 

— 

— 

19.4 

62.8 

1971 

61.6 

144.8 

-- 

— 

7.3 

23.7 

1972 

65.3 

153.5 

- 

- 

8.5 

27.5 

1973 

68.0 

159.8 

0.6 

1.2 

13.0 

42.1 

1974 

71.9 

169.0 

0.5 

1.0 

29-0 

77.8 

1975 

68.2 

160.3 

0.7 

1.4 

14.3 

46.3 

1976 

77.5 

132.1 

0.7 

1.4 

47.1 

152.6 

1977 

75.5 

177.4 

0.9 

1.8 

47.0 

152.6 

1978 

81.5 

191.5 

0.9 

1.8 

23.3 

75.5 

1979 

85.2 

200.2 

0.9 

1.8 

25.4 

82.3 

1980 

97.8 

229.3 

0.7 

1.4 

27.1 

87.8 

Average 

71.0 

166.7 

0.7 

1.5 

23.8 

77.1 

*  Number  of  man-days  computed  as  follows:  warmvater  fishing  trips  were  based  on  average 
trip  length  of  5.1  hours  as  registered  In  PSU  creel  survey  for  the  spring  and  sunnier 
period,  ice  fishing  on  average  trip  length  of  6.6  hours  as  registered  In  PSU  creel 
survey  for  Ice  fishing;  and  cold  water  trip  length  based  on  average  of  3.7  hrs/trlp  as 
estimated  by  the  USFS. 
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A  stratified  design  for  separate  time  periods  per- 
■Ltted  a  better  statistical  predictability  of  the 
extrapolated  estimates.  The  data  base  included  counts 
of  all  users  on  pre -designated  segments  of  the  re¬ 
servoir.  Personal  interviews  of  large  numbers  of 
anglers  at  access  areas  yielded  data  on  catch  rate 
and  species  cosposltion  of  the  catch. 

For  each  interview  we  determined  the  number  of  ac» 
tual  fishermen  in  the  party,  the  number  of  hours 
fished,  and  the  number  and  species  composition  of 
the  catch. 

For  each  boat  count  during  the  spring-summer  and  fall 
census  periods,  a  trip  was  made  by  motorboat  around 
the  perimeter  of  either  the  main  arm  or  the  Kinzua 
arm  to  count  the  number  of  boats  in  use  on  that  day. 

Data  were  tallied  as  to  type  of  craft,  the  nuad>er  of 
individuals  on  board,  and  the  number  of  fishing  rods 
in  use.  nils  information  distinguished  angling  use 
from  other  recreational  uses  of  the  reservoir,  and 
established  the  total  of  fishing  pressure. 

The  detailed  schedule  for  creel  census  and  angler- 
counts  follows:  It  was  hoped  that  the  day  to  day 
variability  in  the  data  would  permit  an  estimate 
of  fishing  pressure  with  confidence  limits  of  +20X, 
but  our  saspling  effort  was  determined  more  by  bud¬ 
get  restrictions  than  by  statistical  reliability  of 
the  estimates.  A  minor  change  in  the  original  sche¬ 
dule  for  the  winter  census  was  necessary  because  of 
the  delayed  formation  of  safe  ices. 

(a)  Schedule  of  Creel  Census  -  Allegheny  Reservoir 
(After  specified  dates,  M  ■  boat  count  days  on 
main  arm  of  reservoir;  K  "  boat  count  days  on 
Kinzua  arm  of  reservoir) 

Spring  and  Summer  Census 

April  14M,  15K,  16M,  17K 

May  4M,  5K,  6K,  7,  16,  17M,  18K,  19,  24,  25M, 

26M,  27K 

June  10,  11M,  12K,  13M,  21M,  22,  23M,  24K 
July  2,  3K,  4M,  5K,  6M,  7K,  8,  9K,  17K,  18M, 

19,  20 

August  6M,  7K,  8,  9K,  21M,  22,  23M,  24R,  31K  ■ 

September  1M,  2M,  3K 

i 

i 

i 
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Fall  Census 

September  19M,  20,  2 IK,  22,  28K,  29M,  30K 
October  1M,  9M,  KMC,  11M,  12,  21M,  22K,  23,  24M 
November  3M,  4,  5,  6K,  22K,  23H,  24K,  2SK 

Winter  Census 

January  18,  19,  20,  21,  22M,  23K,  24M,  2SK 
February  9M,  10K,  11M,  26K,  27M,  28K 

(b)  Summary  of  Creel  Census  Schedule,  Allegheny  Re¬ 
servoir  Spring  and  Suaamr  census  (SS,  1  April  - 
IS  September,  1979)  Fall  census  (F),  16  Septem¬ 
ber  -  31  December,  1979  Winter  census  (W), 

1  January  -  31  March,  1980 

Period  Days  of  the  week 

Sun  Mon  Tue  Wed  Thu  Frl  Sat  Total 

Number  of  ceneus  days 

SS  776778648 

F  4433334  24 

W  2222222  14 

Boat  counts  on  main  an  of  reaervolr 

SS  2223333  18 

F  1112112  9 

W*  11111117 

Boat  counts  of  Klnsua  arm  of  reservoir 

SS  3341231  18 

F  2111121  9 

W*  11111117 

*  Either  fisherman  counts  on  the  Ice,  or  vehicle  counts 
at  parking  areaa;  whichever  la  most  practical. 


Findings  from  the  PSU  conducted  creel  survey  were  as  follows,  (op.  clt.)i 

In  designing  the  s cap ling  schedule,  we  anticipated 
that  more  anglers  could  visit  the  lake  during  spring 
and  suamer  than  at  other  times  of  the  year.  Conse¬ 
quently,  we  alloted  more  s sapling  days  during  this 
period.  This  assuaptlon  was  correct;  71%  of  the 
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M|lla|  tecand  la  tk*  144-day  period  ef  April 
through  August.  Fishing  pressure  mi  lightest  la  tht 
124-day  fall  period  (141)  and  picked  up  HMMlut  du- 
rlat  Cha  ikart  M-day  winter  period  (in). 

Dm  total  flak  las  praaaara  oa  the  reservoir  for  the 
yaar  aaa  established  (fro*  expansion  of  oar  saapllag 
days)  to  be  19*442  aaglar  daya  [Tab la  24).  This  aaa 
about  half  of  tha  total  paraoas  ualaf  tha  laka  for 
vuter-hased  racraatlaa.  A  total  of  13*543  boat-days 
aaa  aatiaatad  far  tha  yaar*  oast  of  ahleb  secured 
daring  tha  spring  and  avaaer  pariod. 

Anglers  hapt  22*498  fish  at  an  average  catch  rata  of 
4.24  fish  par  hear*  with  lea  fishing  being  tha  asst 
recording  at  a  rata  of  4.35  fish  par  hoar... 

On  an  overall  basis*  yallev  parch  vara  aoet  manreoa 
in  tha  catch  (541)*  although  they  vara  soldo*  fished 
for  or  caught  in  tha  fall  [Table  25).  Volley as  vara 
second  in  abundance  (241)*  fol loved  by  saellaovth 
bass  (71).  [Bleak  and  chits  erapple  node  op  appro¬ 
ximately  five  percent  of  tha  total  harvest  and  rack 
bass  approximately  four  percent).  Broun  treat*  nor¬ 
thern  pika  and  auakellnaga  made  op  an  insignificant 
portion  of  tha  catch  (total  of  3.31)  bat*  because  of 
their  largo  slsa,  vara  highly  prised  by  anglers. 
[Additional  species  taken  by  anglers  laclmdad  ralabev 
trout,  carp,  brown  bullhead*  largsmsuth  bass  and 
Alto  bass)... 

Tha  total  harvest  of  fishes  fresi  tha  reservoir  la 
1979  was  vary  low  based  so  either  nvnbar  or  weight. 

40  estimated  the  total  weight  of  tha  22*494  fish  kept 
by  anglers  to  bo  approxinataly  31,444  povnds  [14*442 
kg],  vhlek  Is  equivalent  to  a  harvest  rata  of  1.9 
fish  or  2.4  pounds  par  acre  [2.9  kg/ha)  fro*  this 
12*450  acre  [4*874  ha]  reservoir.  Part  of  this  low 
harvest  la  duo  to  the  15-inch  [34.1  sb]  wlnlww  also 
limit  an  tha  walleye  moults  in  nuch  of  the  catch  by 
anglers  being  vndersise.  Pro*  his  creel  causes  Inter¬ 
views  with  anglers*  Charles  C.  Wagner  estimates  the 
fallowing  ratios  of  legal: sob-legal  walleye  being  saw At; 
spring  season*  1  legal tig- 2 5  sub-legals;  svaawr  and  fall 
seasons,  1  legal  : 12-15  svblagals;  winter  lea  season*  l 
legal: 447  svb-lagala. 

Tha  winter  fishery  appears  to  *ora  nearly  natch  tha 
ratio  of  legal  to  sob-legal  walleyes  tehee  in  tha  re¬ 
servoir  by  gill  netting  in  1979.  If  the  s lae- fra qu secy 


•  114  - 


Table  24.  —  Allegheny  Lake. 
Ing  season  (21) 

Summary  of  creel 

survey 

statistics,  1979- 

1980  fish- 

Sampling  period 

Spring  and 

Item 

summer 

Fall 

Winter 

Total 

Empirical 

No.  days  In  period 

144 

124 

68 

336 

No.  days  sampled 

48 

24 

14 

86 

No.  anglers  Interviewed 

1,318 

261 

289 

1,868 

l  successful  anglers 

36 

32 

62 

39 

No.  fish  harvested 

1,222 

144 

680 

2.046 

No.  fish  harvested/hour 

0.200 

0.158 

0.352 

0.237 

Range  In  catch/hour 

0.0-0.95  0.0-0.64 

0.07-1.04 

0.0-1.04 

Expanded 

No.  anqlers  (Total) 

14,146 

2,660 

2,836* 

19,642’ 

Boat 

10,894 

2,378 

-- 

13,272 

Shore 

3,252 

282 

3,534 

Hours  fished  (Total) 

72,195 

9,222 

18,756 

94,928 

Hours  ha 

14.8 

1.9 

3.8 

19.5 

Hours  ac 

6.0 

0.8 

1.6 

7.9 

Hours  fish/angler 

5.1 

3.9 

6.6 

4.8 

No.  fish  harvested  (Total) 

14,439 

1,457 

6,602 

22,498 

No. /ha 

4.6 

No./ac 

1.9 

Estimated  welqht  harvested 

<9 

14,209 

Lbs 

31,326 

Kg/ha 

2.9 

Lb/ac 

2.6 

#  Includes  Ice  fishermen 
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T«b1e  25.  --  Allegheny  Lake.  Expanded  estimates  of  species  composition  of  the 
catch  for  the  1979-1980  fishing  season 


Species 

Samollno  period 

Spring  and 
sunmer 

Fall 

Winter 

Total 

w. 

* 

No. 

* 

No. 

* 

No. 

* 

Yellow  perch 

5,868 

40.6 

172 

11.8 

5,240 

79 

11,280 

50.1 

Mall eye 

4,211 

29.2 

992 

68.1 

1,040 

15.8 

6,243 

27.7 

Smallmouth  bass 

1,433 

9.9 

203 

13.9 

0 

1,636 

7.3 

Rock  bass 

834 

5.8 

20 

1.4 

0 

854 

3.8 

Mhlte  crapple 

673 

4.7 

0 

10 

0.2 

683 

3.0 

Black  crapple 

411 

2.8 

0 

0 

411 

1.8 

Northern  pike 

212 

1.5 

30 

2.1 

97 

1.5 

339 

1.5 

Channel  catfish 

249 

1.7 

0 

78 

1.2 

327 

1.5 

Brown  trout 

162 

1.1 

30 

2.1 

117 

1.8 

309 

1.4 

Carp 

162 

1.1 

0 

10 

0.2 

172 

0.8 

Muskel lunge 

87 

0.6 

0 

10 

0.2 

97 

0.4 

Rainbow  trout 

75 

0.5 

0 

0 

75 

0.3 

Brown  bullhead 

50 

0.3 

0 

0 

50 

0.2 

Largemouth  bass 

12 

0.1 

0 

0 

12 

tr. 

White  bass 

0 

10 

0.7 

0 

10 

tr. 

Total 

14,439 

1,457 

6,602 

22,498 

tr.  -  Less  than  0.1  percent 
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data  in  Tabla  [16]  can  be  accepted  aa  being  represen¬ 
tative  of  the  walleye  population  in  the  reaervoir, 
angler a  catch  a  greater  proportion  of  aub- legal  than 
legal  walleyea. 

The  fiahery  can  beat  be  characterized  aa  producing  a 
few,  large,  trophy  flah  (walleye,  brown  trout,  north¬ 
ern  pike,  muskellunge,  and  channel  catflah)  at  a 
very  low  total  harveat  rate  from  the  reaervoir.  Such 
a  condition  nay  be  conaidered  to  be  ideal  for  a 
few  talented  or  lucky  fiehemen,  but  it  probably  con- 
trlbutea  to  a  low  total  intereat  in  the  Majority  of 
pereona  who  sight  wlah  to  uae  the  reaervoir  for 
flatting.  Except  for  the  yellow  perch  and  a  few  crap- 
pie,  thia  fiahery  ia  notable  in  not  producing  hardly 
any  of  the  uaually  abundant  game  and  panflahea  in 
reaervolra  auch  aa  largeaouth  baaa,  blue  gllla  and 
bullheada. 

There  ia  one  exception  to  thia  generalization.  At 
local  caapgrounda,  aany  email  rock  baaa  are  kept  by 
bank  fiahermen,  predominantly  Juvenile  and  mothera. 
Theae  aeldom  ahow  up  in  the  catch  atatlatlca  becauae 
of  the  ahort,  intermittent  time  perloda  spend  fish¬ 
ing.  But,  pan- fishing  derbies  held  in  camp  grounds 
attract  many  Juveniles  and  account  for  a  sizeable 
catch. 

It  is  interesting  to  compare  the  1979  catch  data  with 
projections  made  by  Jenkins  in  1973  for  this  reaer¬ 
voir  [27].  Baaed  on  his  model  derived  from  many 
reservoirs  and  incorporating  data  auch  as  morpho¬ 
metry,  water  chemistry,  and  reservoir  age,  the  Alle¬ 
gheny  Reservoir  should  now  have  an  annual  sport 
fishing  harvest  of  about  15.0  pounds  per  acre,  or 
approximately  0.50  pounds  [0.23k£]  of  fish  harvested 
per  hour  of  fishing.  Our  estimates  for  these  values 
were  2.6  pounds  per  acre  [2.9  kg/ ha]  and  0.33  pounds 
(0.15  kg]  per  hour,  respectively.  This  is  another 
indication  that  the  catch  in  Allegheny  Reaervoir  is 
biased  toward  a  few  trophy  fish  taken  by  a  small 
number  of  anglers. 


Further  analysis  of  the  creel  survey  data  collected  during  the  1979-1980 
PSU  conducted  creel  survey  indicates  that  the  walleye  fishing  success 


rat*  was  exceptionally  high.  A  total  of  6,243  walleye  ^  Jl.t  am 
(13  in),  amounting  to  some  28  parcant  of  tha  total  number  of  all  spool** 
harvested ,  vara  capturad  at  a  rata  of  0.0?  fish  par  hour.  Including  tha 
largo  number  of  sub- lag* 1  walleye  caught  and  released,  tha  overall  catch 
rata  for  walleye  would  hava  baan  wall  over  0.7  wallaye/hour.  Thla  high 
catch  rata  If  particularly  algnlglcant  In  view  of  estimated  loss  of  soma 
60,000  wallay*  from  tha  lake  during  tha  winter  of  1978-1979,  as  reported 
by  the  FWS  (28),  vis: 

Bach  year,  from  mid -October  to  lata  April,  large 
numbers  of  walleye,  as  wall  as  othar  fishes,  are 
discharged  from  the  reservoir  through  the  lower 
sluices.  These  fish  suffer  explosive  decompression 
by  being  displaced  from  as  deep  as  120  feet  Instan¬ 
taneously  to  surface  levels  below  the  dam.  This 
walleye  loss  during  the  winter  of  1978-1979  exceeded 
60,000  fish. 


The  loss  of  walleye  discharged  through  the  lower  sluices  of  Bln sue  Dam 
during  the  winter  has  subsequently  bean  reduced  by  an  estimated  73  per¬ 
cent  by  action  taken  by  the  CB  to  maintain  the  lake  level  around  ele¬ 
vation  399  m  (1,310  ft)  through  January,  Instead  of  a  more  rapid  draw  - 
down  to  elevation  393  m  (1,288  ft)  by  November,  as  practiced  In  previous 
years  (John  K,  Anderson,  Fisheries  Biologist,  FWS,  pars,  comm.,  1981). 

Fishing  success  for  smallmouth  bass  In  Allagheny  Besarvolr,  an  tha  othar 

hand,  has  apparently  declined  somewhat  over  time,  although  remaining  high 

enough  to  attract  bass  fishing  tournaments,  (21),  vis: 

Two  baas  tournamants  (one  for  1  day,  another  for  2 
days)  were  conducted  during  tha  susamr  of  1979  on 
Alleghany  Besarvolr.  Bven  though  these  anglers 


released  ell  of  their  catch  after  the  fish  were  Mea¬ 
sured  and  weighed  by  tournament  officials,  we  felt 
that  a  summary  of  these  data  would  be  useful  in  com¬ 
paring  catch  rates  in  other  situations.  Only  smell- 
mouth  bass  were  caught  in  this  tournament  since  large- 
mouth  bass  are  almost  non-existent  in  Allegheny 
Reservoir. 

A  comparison  of  the  catch  rates  of  smallmouth  bass  recorded  in  the  bass 
tournaments  with  the  1969  US7S  creel  survey  and  1979-1980  FSB  creel  sur¬ 
vey  is  presented  in  Table  26. 

The  post- impoundment  angling  use  as  estimated  from  the  1979-1980  PSD 
creel  survey  (19,642  angling  man-days)  was  much  lower  than  the  average 
annual  estimates  derived  from  the  USFS  RIM  computer  printouts  (168,200 
angling  man-days).  The  USFS  estimates  were  based  on  a  minimum  of  hard 
data,  relying  primarily  on  information  provided  by  traffic  counters 
placed  at  major  recreation  areas  around  the  lake,  as  contrasted  to  the 
carefully  designed  and  executed  creel  survey  conducted  on  Allegheny  Lake 
by  PSU. 

However,  the  angling  pressure  reflected  by  the  1979-1980  PSU  creel  of 
only  4  man-days/ha  (1.6  ac)  appeared  to  be  unusually  low.  A  large  num¬ 
ber  of  individuals  with  intimate,  dally  contact  with  the  Allegheny  Lake 
fishery  including  the  CE  Resource  Manager  for  the  lake,  the  FWS  resi¬ 
dent  fishery  specialist,  and  the  PFC  regional  fisheries  msnager  were 
convinced  that  the  low  fishing  pressure  in  the  1979-1980  fishing  season 
was  atypical.  They  attributed  the  low  recorded  angling  use  in  the  1979- 
1980  fishing  season  to  reduced  travel  occasioned  by  the  severe  gasoline 
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Table  26.  --  Allegheny  Reservoir.  Comparison  of  smallmouth  bass  catch 
rates  in  two  bass  fishing  tournaments  conducted  in  the  summer  of  1979 
with  smallmouth  bass  catch  rates  in  the  1969  USFS  creel  survey  and  the 
1979-80  PSU  creel  survey.  Fish  tallied  and  released  in  the  bass 
tournaments  were  >  30.5  cm  (12  in)  with  an  average  weight  of  0.86  kg 
(1.9  lbs).  Smallmouth  bass  in  the  1969  and  1979-80  surveys  represented 
harvested  fish  exceeding  the  >  22.9  cm  (9  in)  minimum  size  limit 


1979  bass 
tournament 

1969  USFS 
boating  study* 

1979  PSU 
creel  survey** 

No.  anglers 

144 

19,254 

14,146 

No.  hours  fished 

1,692 

98,196 

72,195 

No.  smallmouth 
bass  caught 

82 

3,382 

1,433 

No.  bass/hour 

0.048 

0.034 

0.02 

*  Estimates  expanded  from  data  collected  between  May  30  to  September  30, 
1969. 

**  Estimates  expanded  from  data  collected  between  April  1  to  September 
30,  1979. 
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shortage  which  developed  early  in  1979  and  to  the  concurrent  wet  and 
cooler  than  normal  Sumer  weather. 


The  report  of  the  PSU  subcontractor  addresses  this  contingency,  as  fol 
lows  (21): 


Although  we  have  no  firs  data  to  judge  the  effect  of 
gasoline  shortages  and  rainy  weather  on  total  use, 
one  can  safely  assume  that  they  contributed  in  some 
degree  to  a  less -than -normal  use  for  1979.  However, 
it  is  not  all  likely  that  this  accounts  for  the  large 
difference  between  projected  angler  use  of  120,500 
days  and  our  1979  estimate  of  19,642  days. 


Although  comprehensive  post -Impoundment  creel  surveys  have  not  been  con¬ 
ducted  on  the  Allegheny  River  tailwater,  periodic  angler  counts  were 
made  in  the  tailwater  immediately  below  Kinzua  Dam  by  PFC  Waterway  Patrol¬ 
men  during  the  spring  and  fall  of  1978.  The  PFC  estimated  that  some 
6,000  man-days  of  fishing  occured  in  the  1.2  km  (0.75  ml)  strecth  of  the 
Allegheny  River  below  Kinzua  Dam  during  this  period  (Richard  Snyder, 

Chief,  Fisheries  Management,  PFC,  pers.  comm.,  1981). 


Also,  PFC  Waterway  Patrolmen  estimated  in  1974  that  the  first  10  km  (6 
ml)  of  the  Alkgheny  River  belov  Kinzua  Dam  supported  approximately  30,000 
man-days  of  an g  l  inf  annually.  The  Allegheny  River  downstream  from 
Irving,  Pennsylvania  to  Franklin,  Pennsylvania  [some  134  km  (85  ml)] 
supported  an  estimated  100,000  angling  man-days  per  year. 

Also,  the  PFC's  qualitative  assessments  of  the  post-impoundment  recrea¬ 
tional  fishery  in  the  Allegheny  River  tailwater  indicate  that  the 
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recreational  fishery  below  the  Kinzua  Dam  particularly  In  the  winter  and 

spring  months,  is  of  high  quality  (22),  viz: 

The  present  fishery  in  the  Kinzua  tail race  is  an  ex¬ 
ceptional  one.  High  angler  success  for  walleye  occurs 
from  early  November  until  the  season  goes  out  in  mid- 
March.  This  may  be  the  result  of  walleye  upstream 
migration  and  a  "piling  up"  effect  at  the  dam.  During 
the  1972  Tidioute  Fishing  Tournament,  7  legal  muskel- 
lunge  were  reported  during  a  38  hour  period. 

An  excellent  trophy  size  brown  trout  fishery  has  de¬ 
veloped  at  the  tallrace.  A  one  day  catch  by  one  angler 
of  eight  20  inch  plus  trout  was  a  factor  in  setting 
up  a  year  around,  3  per  day,  trout  fishery  for  0.73  mile 
below  the  dam.  A  school  of  rainbow  trout  ranging  from 
17  to  19  inches  was  encountered  during  an  electroshocking 
survey  in  1973.  and  over  130  brown  trout  were  removed 
free-  a  c«||f^r  dam  at  the  base  of  Kinsua  during  reyair 

In  addition  to  walleye,  muskellunge  and  trout,  small- 
mouth  bass  are  present  in  the  tallrace  fishery; 
however,  they  do  not  contribute  to  the  fishery  as 
much  as  the  three  previously  mentioned  species. 


As  a  consequent  of  the  excellent  mix  of  warmwater  and  coldwater  species 
entering  the  fishery,  the  FFC  was  opposed  to  any  change  in  the  tempera¬ 
ture  regime  in  the  tallwater  (op.  clt).  viz: 

The  above  factors  point  out  that  a  trout -warmwater 
fishery  can  coexist  in  the  tallrace  area.  This  is 
an  Important  factor  since  several  individuals  and 
groups  have  pushed  for  a  bottom  drawoff  and  esta¬ 
blishment  of  a  trout  fishery  in  the  Upper  Allegheny 
River.  Creation  of  a  trout  fishery  in  the  Upper 
Allegheny  would  not  be  a  program  beneficial  to  an¬ 
glers  who  fish  in  the  northwest  area  of  Pennsylvania. 

Creation  of  a  trout  fishery  is  opposed  for  the  fol¬ 
lowing  reasons: 

1.  At  the  present  time  a  high  quality  trophy  trout 
fishery  exists.  This  quality  fishery  is  based 
on  the  size  of  trout  rather  than  the  numbers  of 
trout  present  in  the  tallrace  area. 


Within  a  25  mile  radius  of  the  Kinzua  tailrace 
there  are  approximately  39  streams  and  1  lake 
presently  being  stocked  by  the  Pennsylvania  Fish 
Commission  and  the  D.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 
Cooperative  nurseries  stock  several  additional 
streams  within  the  25  mile  radius.  There  are 
also  in  excess  of  150  streams  which  support  na¬ 
tive  brook  and  brown  trout  populations  in  this 
area. 

2.  A  bottom  drawoff  would  create  cold  water  for 
several  miles  downstream  and  undoubtedly  pro¬ 
vide  the  needs  for  trout;  however,  a  bottom  draw¬ 
off  would  also  create  marginal  water  for  an  ad¬ 
ditional  number  of  miles  downstream  between 
suitable  trout  and  bass  water.  This  would  only 
be  moving  a  problem  of  marginal  water  downstream 
and  draw  considerable  criticism  from  warmwater 
anglers. 

3.  In  order  to  provide  enough  trout  to  get  a  return 
to  the  average  angler,  very  large  numbers  of 
trout  would  have  to  be  stocked.  The  management 
of  such  a  large  put-and-take  trout  fishery 
would  undoubtedly  result  in  very  low  returns 
for  a  very  high  investment. 
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Fishery  Resources  --  Discussion  of  Flapping  Input 


The  FWS  served  as  the  lead  agency  responsible  for  coordinating  fishery 
resource  planning  efforts  for  the  Allegheny  Lake  project.  Project  plan¬ 
ning  was  complicated  considerably  by  the  unusually  large  number  and  di¬ 
versity  of  agencies  and  organisations  which  become  involved  in  the  plan¬ 
ning  process. 

In  addition  to  the  two  state  agencies  (NYDC  and  PFC)  with  primary  ste¬ 
wardship  responsibilities  for  the  fisheries  resources  of  this  Interstate 
project,  the  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians  also  was  directly  involved  as  al¬ 
most  all  of  the  project  waters  in  the  New  York  sector  were  located  with¬ 
in  the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation. 

Among  the  several  federal  agencies  concerned  with  project  planning  other 
than  the  FWS  and  CE,  the  USFS  played  a  particularly  inportant  role  as 
the  principal  proprietor  of  lands  and  waters  located  within  and  adjacent 
to  the  project  impact  area.  The  National  Park  Service  also  was  involved 
transiently  over  the  brief  period  that  consideration  was  given  to  the 
establishment  of  the  project  areas  as  a  National  Recreation  Area  to  be 
planned,  developed  and  administered  by  the  National  Park  Service. 

The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  represented  the  interests  of  the  Seneca 
Indian  Nation  on  the  federal  level,  particularly  in  relation  to  the  sub¬ 
sequently  successful  efforts  made  to  establish  the  legitimacy  of  the 
Indians  rights  to  control  and  manage  the  fishery  resources  on  waters 
located  within  the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation  associated  with  project 
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Involraant  of  cbc  National  Power  Commission  and  two  private  utility 
eewpaniea  occurred  during  the  latter  stage*  of  project  planning  a*  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  successful  application  by  the  Pennsylvania  Electric  Cowpany 
and  the  Cleveland  Electric  lllamlnatlag  Cowpany  for  a  peewit  to  construct 
a  pusped -storage  power  facility  (Seneca  Puwped -Storage  Hydro  Electric 
Generation  Station)  to  be  operated  In  conjunction  with  the  Allegheny 
Lake  project. 

A  review  of  the  documents  and  correspondence  associated  with  the  Alle¬ 
gheny  lake  project  Indicated  the  PHS  wade  every  effort  to  fully  coordi¬ 
nate  fishery  resource  planning  with  these  aany  agencies  and  organizations 
with  an  Interest  in  the  project.  Project  coordination  activities  by  the 
PUS  extended  well  beyond  the  submission  of  the  May  9,  1961  final  PUS 
report. 

For  example,  one  of  the  nost  significant  events  affecting  project  fishery 
resources  In  the  Interim  period  between  the  submission  of  the  May  9,  1961 
FVS  reports  and  Impoundment  of  the  lake  In  1966,  was  the  development  of 
the  400,000  kilowatt  Seneca  Punped-Storage  Hydro  Electric  Generating 
Station,  an  Integral  coupon ent  of  the  Allegheny  Lake  project.  An  appli¬ 
cation  for  license  of  the  project  was  filed  Jointly  by  the  Cleveland 
Electric  Illuminating  Coapeny  and  the  twutiylvanla  Electric  Company  on 
May  26,  1964.  A  license  authorising  construction  of  the  project  was 
Issued  by  the  Federal  Power  Count salon  (FPC)  on  December  28,  1965  (29). 
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Construction  of  the  facility  was  initiated  in  April,  1965  and  electric 
power  generation  began  in  December,  1972. 


During  the  early  stages  of  negotiations  for  the  issuance  of  an  operating 

license  for  the  facility,  the  FWS  played  an  active  role  in  coordinating 

efforts  to  protect  fishery  resources  affected  by  the  project.  A  letter 

dated  September  10,  1964,  from  the  Regional  Supervisor,  Branch  of  River 

Basin  Studies  (FWS)  to  the  Acting  Executive  Director  of  the  PFC  outlined 

several  problem  areas  expected  to  develop  with  the  construction  of  the 

pumped-storage  facility  (30),  viz: 

...The  problems  posed  by  this  project  are  its  possi¬ 
ble  effects  on  the  federal  fish  hatchery  to  be  con¬ 
structed  a  short  distance  below  Allegheny  Reservoir 
and  on  the  trout  fishery  to  be  developed  downstream 
from  the  dam.  There  is  a  slight  possibility  that 
flows  discharged  from  the  power  units  into  the  main 
reservoir  would  be  of  such  velocity  as  to  cause  ex¬ 
cessive  turbidity  and,  by  preventing  thermal  stra¬ 
tification,  eliminate  any  selection  of  wanner  water, 
from  the  epllimnlon  or  colder  water  from  greater 
depths.  These  two  conditions  (turbidity  and  uni¬ 
formly  cold  water)  would  adversely  affect  the  hat¬ 
chery's  water  supply  and  would  be  detrimental  to 
maintaining  a  favorable  downstream  trout  fishery. 

In  addition,  the  downstream  trout  fishery  could  be 
adversely  affected  by  the  conventional  power  unit. 

Flows  from  the  upper  reservoir  through  this  unit 
to  the  river  would  at  times,  entirely  replace  re¬ 
leases  from  Kinzua  Dam.  This  could  result  in  rapid 
changes  in  downstream  temperatures  that  would  be 
detrimental  to  fish. 

Except  for  the  danger  of  fish  being  drawn  into  the 
pus?  through  the  upper  Intakes,  the  project  is  not 
expected  to  significantly  affect  the  reservoir  fishery. 

The  development  affords  opportunities  for  the  con¬ 
servation  of  the  fishery  resources.  There  is  a  need 
for  fish  screens  on  the  upper  intakes  in  Allegheny 
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Reservoir.  Maintaining  optimum  oxygen  content  and 
temperature  in  water*  used  by  the  hatchery  and  In  the 
downs trean  fishery  will  depend  on  (1)  selecting  the 
best  water  Intake  level  when  punplng  from  the  Alle¬ 
gheny  Reservoir  Into  the  storage  reservoir  and  the 
best  discharge  level  when  returning  water  to  the  lo¬ 
wer  reservoir  frosi  the  storage  reservoir,  and  (2) 
coordinating  water  releases  from  the  storage  reser¬ 
voir  directly  Into  the  river  with  operation  of  the 
Allegheny  Reservoir  sluiceways  and  spillways.  Choices 
of  Intake  and  outlet  levels  will  certainly  vary  with 
seasons  and  water  temperatures .  Weekly  or  even 
dally  variations  are  possible.  The  best  possible 
combinations  under  varying  conditions  cannot  be  de¬ 
termined  until  the  project  Is  operational. 

Accordingly,  we  plan  to  request  that  the  conditions 
In  Form  L-3  (revised  November  1,  1943)  relating  to 
fish  and  wildlife  and  recreational  resources  be 
Included  in  any  license  Issued  for  this  project,  pro¬ 
vided  that,  subsequent  to  approval  of  the  final  de¬ 
sign  drawings  prior  to  commencement  of  construction, 
no  modification  of  project  structures  in  the  Inte¬ 
rest  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  which  involves 
a  change  in  the  location,  height,  or  main  structure 
of  a  dam,  or  the  addition  of  or  changes  In  outlets 
at  or  through  a  dam,  or  a  major  change  In  generating 
units,  or  a  re-arrangement  or  relocation  of  a  power¬ 
house,  or  major  changes  In  a  spillway  structure  shall 
be  required. 

In  addition  to  these  L-3  conditions,  we  plan  to  re¬ 
quest  that  fish  screens  be  provided  for  the  upper  In¬ 
takes  In  Allegheny  Resersolr. 


The  concerns  voiced  by  the  FWS  regarding  possible  adverse  Impacts  on 

fisheries  resources  of  the  pumped -storage  facility  were  reconciled  In 

the  Decenri>er  28,  1945  FPC  order  Issuing  the  license  (29),  vis: 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  by  a  series  of  let¬ 
ters,  dated  September  27,  1962,  November  27,  1964, 
and  July  7,  1965,  rscomsmnded  several  special  con¬ 
ditions  for  the  protection  and  propagation  of  fish 
life  In  the  Allegheny  River  Reservoir,  and  In  the 
river  below  the  reservoir.  It  appears  that  the 
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objective*  of  these  recommended  special  condition* 
can  be  folly  realised,  however,  under  the  provision* 
of  Article  15  of  attached  Fora  L-6. 


An  order  amamfrtag  the  project  license  to  provide  for  Installation  of 

water  Intake  structure  screens  to  protect  fishery  resources  was  Issued 

by  the  FPC,  September  26,  1966  (31),  as  follows: 

Article  60.  Licensee  shall  during  development  of 
details  of  project  design  and  during  construction 
and  operation  cooperate  with  the  Pennsylvania  Fish 
Comnisslon  In  the  Interest  of  protecting  the  fish¬ 
ery  resources.  In  the  event  the  licenses  and  the 
Fish  Collision  fall  to  reach  agreement  on  facility 
design.  Including  that  of  the  water  Intake  structure 
screens  or  racks,  the  Casarission  reserves  the  right 
to  make  such  determination  after  notice  and  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  hearing. 


Two  major  documents  were  prepared  by  the  FHS  which  described  and  eva¬ 
luated  various  potential  project  impacts  expected  as  a  result  of  pro¬ 
ject  lap lamentation. 


The  first  document ,  submitted  to  the  CB  In  August,  1958  presented  a  com¬ 
prehensive  qualitative  and  quantitative  appraisal  of  the  fishery  resources 
and  current  levels  of  angler  utilisation  within  the  entire  project  Im¬ 
pact  area.  These  data  were  derived  from  Information  provided  by  well- 
designed  and  competently  executed  creel  surveys  and  field  Investigations 
conducted  in  1956  and  1957  by  the  FHS  In  cooperation  with  HTDC  and  FPC 
personnel. 


Mo  quantitative  data  predicting  the  else  or  monetary  value  of  the  post¬ 
project  recreational  fishery  was  provided.  However,  the  August,  1958 


FWS  report  contained  an  excellent  appraisal  of  the  changes  in  fishery 
habitat  expected  as  a  result  of  project  construction.  A  series  of  recom¬ 
mendations  designed  to  mitigate  adverse  Impacts  expected  from  project 
construction  were  Included  in  th<  report. 


Apparently  assuming  that  these  excellent  recoMendatlons  provided  by  the 
August,  1958  FWS  report  would  be  Implemented,  the  authors  of  the  final 
May  9,  1961  FWS  report  omitted  specific  reference  to  these  recommenda¬ 
tions  .  The  only  fishery  resource  oriented  recommendations  contained  in 
the  May  9,  1961  FWS  report  were  general  recommendations  that  addressed 
standard  institutional  practices  (6),  vis: 

1.  That  all  agencies  whose  responsibilities  for  re¬ 
source  sianagement  relate  them  to  the  Allegheny 
River  Reservoir  project,  including  the  New  York 
Department  of  Conservation,  Pennsylvania  Gasie 
Commission,  Pennsylvania  Fish  Conmisslon,  U.S. 

Forest  Service,  National  Park  Service,  Seneca 
Indian  Nation,  this  Bureau,  and  any  other  appro¬ 
priate  agencies  or  groups,  meet  to  consider  at 
the  proper  t.'me  a  formulation  of  a  reservoir 
land  use  plan  under  the  coordinating  leadership 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  which  will  include, 
among  other  things;  reservoir  zoning  for  fish¬ 
ing,  boating,  and  other  uses;  management  of  peri¬ 
pheral  reservoir  lands;  development  of  adequate 
sites  for  fishing  use  in  New  York  and  Pennsylva¬ 
nia,  supplementing  those  now  planned  by  the 
Corps;  stream  temperatures  to  be  maintained  in 
river  at  the  dam;  additional  public  access  to 
Allegheny  River  on  right  bank  between  Klnzua 

Dam  and  Tidioute;  extended  fishing  seasons; 
reciprocal  fishing  license  agreements;  location 
and  adequacy  of  access  areas;  and  mitigation  of 
habitat  losses  due  to  inundstion. 

2.  That  the  9  access  sites  in  Pennsylvania  now  plan¬ 
ned  for  development  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
provide  msxlmum  facilities  to  park  autosiobiles 


and  boat  trailers,  together  with  a  con— naurate 
number  of  launching  ramps,  so  as  to  properly  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  anticipated  fishing  use  Insofar  as 
possible. 

3.  That  reasonable  additional  modifications  compa¬ 
tible  with  primary  purposes  of  the  project  be 
made  In  project  facilities  or  operations,  sub¬ 
sequent  to  completion  of  construction,  as  — y 
be  desireable  to  obtain  maximum  over-all  pro¬ 
ject  benefits,  on  the  basis  of  follow-up  stu¬ 
dies  by  this  Bureau  to  Improve  or  suppleawnt 
measures  taken  for  the  conservation  and  deve¬ 
lop—  nt  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 


Also,  in  spite  of  the  obviously  intensive  effort  — de  by  the  FWS  to  touch 
bases  with  all  concerned  agencies  and  organization.  It  appeared  that  the 
authors  of  the  May  9,  1961  FWS  report  ignored  completely  the  wishes  of 
the  PFC  regarding  the  type  of  tallwater  fishery  desired  In  the  Allegheny 
River  below  the  Klnzua  Dam.  Instead  of  supporting  the  PFC  requests  for 
a  warmwater  tallwater  fishery,  much  of  the  body  of  the  May  9,  1961  FWS 
letter  report  and  appended  substantiating  report  dealt  with  measures 
designed  to  provide  for  and/or  justify  a  cold  water  (trout)  fishery  in 
the  tallwater.  The  FWS  report  recommended  that  the  temperature  of  water 
released  from  the  project  be  inter— diate  between  surface  and  bottom  in 
order  to  provide  cold  water  [12.8  degrees  C.  (55  degrees  F.)]  suitable 
for  trout.  The  FWS  report  recom— ndation  for  construction  of  a  National 
Fish  Hatchery  in  conjunction  with  the  project  was  intended  prl— rlly  to 
provide  trout  for  stocking  the  tallwater.  Although  this  hatchery  sub¬ 
sequently  was  constructed,  none  of  the  fish  raised  have  been  stocked  in 
the  tallwater.  In  fact,  fish  production  from  this  facility  has  been 


historically  earmarked  for  distribution  outside  the  project  lapse t  area. 

The  CE  subsequently  implemented  post-project  water  discharge  regimes  de¬ 
signed  to  duplicate  natural  pre-project  river  temperature  downstream  ln- 
' o-far  as  possible.  However,  post- impoundment  tallwater  investigations 
revealed  that  temporal  changes  nevertheless  have  occurred  In  tallwater 
tenperature  regimes.  Late  spring  and  summer  water  temperatures  have  been 
lowered  somewhat,  while  fall  and  early  winter  temperatures  have  Increased 
over  pre-project  conditions.  Little  temperature  change  has  been  noted 
in  late  winter.  Due  to  lower  average  suraner  tallwater  temperature,  the 
Allegheny  River  currently  provides  optimum  temperatures  for  trout  as 
far  downstream  as  Warren,  Pennsylvania,  some  11  km  (7  ml).  Project  ef¬ 
fects  on  Allegheny  River  temperature  are  negligible  below  Irving,  Penn¬ 
sylvania  which  is  located  approximately  25  km  (16  ml)  below  Kinzua  Dam. 

No  changes  in  other  water  quality  parameters  have  been  noted  that  would 
affect  the  recreational  fishery. 

Although  no  quantitative  creel  surveys  have  been  conducted  on  the  Alle¬ 
gheny  River  tallwater  in  post -Impoundment  years,  estimates  made  by 
knowledgeable  PFC  and  FWS  personnel  Indicate  that  the  tallwater  In  the 
11  km  (7  ml)  stretch  lasnedlately  below  Kinzua  Dam  provides  an  excellent 
fishery.  Trophy  size  brown  trout,  muskellunge  and  walleye  are  coamonly 
creeled.  Estimates  of  post-project  angler  man-day  use  in  the  Immediate 
tailrace  area  have  ranged  from  6,000  to  30,000  man-days  per  year.  Lit¬ 
tle  change  In  post-project  fishing  pressure  has  been  observed  over  the 


remaining  portion  of  the  105  Von  (65  mi)  Allegheny  River  tallwater. 

FWS  predictions  of  post-project  angler  man-day  use  in  Allegheny  Lake  have 
proven  to  be  overly  optimistic.  The  May  9,  1961  FWS  final  report  pre¬ 
dicted  that  the  lake  would  provide  a  minimum  of  120,500  man-days  of 
angling  per  year  if  no  access  facilities  were  provided  at  the  project, 
and  some  300,000  man-days  per  year  if  special  access  facilities  were 
constructed.  In  fact,  however,  the  lakewide  creel  survey  conducted  by 
PSU  from  April  1,  1979  through  March  30,  1980,  Indicated  that  Allegheny 
Lake  supported  less  than  20,000  man-days  of  angling  per  year,  or  some 
83  percent  under  the  minimum  FWS  report  prediction  and/or  some  93  per¬ 
cent  under  the  maximum  FWS  report  prediction. 

Information  is  available  which  suggests  that  the  1979-80  fishing  season 
was  atypical  because  of  critical  gasoline  shortages  and  an  unusually 
cold  and  wet  summer  which  inhibited  fishing  during  the  year.  However, 
even  with  acceptance  of  the  highly  unlikely  assumption  that  fishing  pres¬ 
sure  in  the  1979-80  season  was  only  half  of  normal,  the  May  9,  1961  FWS 
prediction  of  annual  angler  man-day  use  (300,000  man-days)  appears  to  be 
grossly  exaggerated. 

Zt  seems  apparent  that  several  other  factors  in  addition  to  gasoline 
shortages  and  weather  may  have  contributed  to  the  lower  than  anticipated 
post-impoundment  fishing  pressure  observed  at  Allegheny  Lake.  One  such 
factor  stay  have  been  the  high  priority  (and  apparently  successful)  ma¬ 
nagement  emphasis  given  to  stocking  predator  species  by  the  PFC.  As 
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Indicated  both  by  the  creel  surrey  and  lake  fish  population  sa^> 
predator  specie*,  particularly  walleye,  were  extreaely  abundant.  In  such 
a  highly  predator  dominated  fish  coonunity  structure,  the  uneually  abun¬ 
dant  and  nore  readily  caught  pan  fish  species  (sun  fishes  and  yellow 
perch)  which  nomelly  support  a  great  deal  of  angling  pressure,  are  sub¬ 
stantially  depressed.  In  addition,  the  slse  transposition  of  the  we  1  Lays 
population  in  Alleghany  Lake  was  heavily  weighted  towards  snaller  sub- 
legal  slse  fish  (<  38.1  cu  (15  in)]  which  nay  well  have  further  dis¬ 
couraged  fishing  participation. 


Although  the  May  9,  1961  KWS  report  was  not  sufficiently  detailed  to  de¬ 
termine  the  precise  nwthodology  eaployed  for  developing  post-lnpoundnent 
use  projections,  it  was  evident  that  the  authors  of  the  May  9,  1961  FVS 
report  placed  an  inordinate  eaphasls  on  the  large  human  population  re¬ 
siding  within  the  general  vicinity  of  the  project,  vis: 

Based  on  Bureau  of  Census  population  projections,  it 
is  estiawted  that  11,000,000  people,  representing 
sagpents  of  the  population  of  Pennsylvania,  Mew  York, 

Ohio  and  Vest  Virginia,  reside  within  cooperatively 
easy  driving  distance  of  the  area.  Included  in  this 
goaup  ere  approximately  770,000  licensed  fishermen 
and  about  260,000  unlicensed  children  and  retired 
adults  who  fish.  Depending  upon  the  quality  of  the 
project  fishery  and  the  convenience  of  adequacy  of 
access  and  day-use  facilities,  a  large  segment  of 
these  sportsmen  are  potential  users  of  the  newly- 
created  fishary  resources.  To  the  above  number  of 
fisherman  nay  be  added  an  additional  230,000  poten¬ 
tial  users,  an  average  of  the  expected  increase  in 
the  rasher  of  fishermen  within  drawing  radius  of  the 
reservoir  during  a  period  equal  to  the  economic  pro¬ 
ject  life. 


The  authors  of  the  FWS  report  should  have  considered  a  much  smaller  and 
more  realistic  area  of  project  influence  --  say  40  to  120  km  (25  to  75 
ail)  driving  distance  --  as  representing  the  principal  source  of  potential 
anglers  that  could  be  reasonably  expected  to  frequent  the  project.  In 
addition,  it  appeared  that  the  overlay  optimistic  FWS  angling  man-day 
use  prediction  may  have  been  further  aggravated  by  the  failure  to  pro¬ 
perly  assess  the  potential  level  of  productivity  of  Allegheny  Lake  in 
relation  to  the  amount,  proximity  and  productivity  of  other  waters  (Lake 
Eric,  hundreds  of  trout  streams,  etc)  located  within  the  aiea  of  project 
influence. 
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SUMMARY 


The  Kinzua  Dam  and  Allegheny  Reservoir  project  was  authorized  by  Public 
Law  738,  74th  Congress,  approved  22  June,  1936,  and  Public  Law  761,  75th 
Congress,  approved  28  June,  1938.  Public  Law  228,  77th  Congress, 
approved  18  August,  1941,  modified  the  preceding  acts  "to  Include  the 
Allegheny  Reservoir  project  in  accordance  with  the  recosmendatlon  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  300,  Seventy-sixth 
Congress,  first  session."  The  project  originally  was  constructed  to 
provide  flood  control  and  low  flow  augmentation.  Recreation  and  hydxo- 
electric  power  generation  functions  are  Accommodated  to  the  extent  fea¬ 
sible. 

The  Allegheny  Lake  project  is  located  in  Northwestern  Pennsylvania  and 
Southwestern  New  York  within  a  half-days  travel  distance  of  five  large 
urban  areas:  Buffalo  and  Rochester,  New  York;  Erie  and  Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania;  and  Cleveland,  Ohio.  Kinzua  Dam,  which  forms  Allegheny 
Lake  is  located  on  the  Allegheny  River  approximately  15.6  km  (9.7  mi) 
upstream  from  Warren,  Pennsylvania  and  319  km  (198  mi)  above  the  con¬ 
fluence  of  the  Allegheny  and  Monongahela  Rivers  at  Pittsburgh*  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  .  About  two-thirds  of  the  lake  at  maximum  summer  pool  elevation 
is  located  within  the  Allegheny  National  Forest  located  in  Warren  and 
McKean  counties,  Pennsylvania.  The  remaining  one-third  of  the  lake 
extends  into  Cattaraugus  county,  New  York.  Most  of  the  land  peripheral 
to  Allegheny  Lake  in  New  York  is  owned  and  controlled  by  the  Seneca 
Nation  of  Indians  as  part  of  the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation. 
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Corps  of  Engineers  (CE)  fee  ownership  of  lends  contiguous  to  Allegheny 
Lake  is  limited  to  1,073  ha  (2,651  ac)  and  Includes  only  one  small  100 
ha  (246  ac)  parcel  in  Pennsylvania,  which  is  located  in  the  vicinity 
of  Kinzua  Dam,  and  12  scattered  tracts  ranging  in  sice  from  0.3  to  259 
ha  (1,  to  640  ac)  in  Hew  York.  Each  of  these  CE  owned  parcels  in  Mew 
York  marks  a  location  where  the  lake  level  at  full  pool  extends  beyond 
the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation.  Through  a  license  issued  by  the  CE 
in  1976,  administrative  control  of  seven  of  these  federal  owned  parcels, 
totalling  336.2  ha  (830.7  ac)  was  transferred  to  the  Allegany  State 
Park  and  Recreation  Commission.  Another  small  144.5  ha  (357  ac)  tract 
was  leased  to  Cattaraugus  county.  Mew  York  in  May,  1976.  Land  acqui¬ 
sition  for  the  Allegheny  project  began  late  in  1959.  Construction  of 
the  dam  was  initiated  in  1961  and  completed  in  1965.  Impoundment  began 
in  1966. 

Allegheny  Lake  covers  4,876.6  ha  (12,050  ac)  at  average  summer  conser¬ 
vation  pool  elevation  404.8  m  (1,328  ft)  mean  sea  level  (msl)  and  inun¬ 
dates  approximately  43  km  (27  mi)  of  the  original  Allegheny  River  bed. 
Maximum  depth  la  39.6  m  (130  ft).  At  rnsrlw  flood  pool  elevation 
4,151.1  m  (1,365  ft)  msl,  the  surface  area  of  the  lake  may  increase  to 
8,750  ha  (21,175  ac)  and  contain  a  total  water  volume  of  approximate ly 
145,560  hectare  -meters  (1,800,000  ac  feet).  The  five-year  flood  fre¬ 
quency  elevation  is  408.4  m  (1,340  ft)  msl. 

An  attempt  is  made  to  maintain  the  lake  at  summer  conservation  pool 
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elevation  beginning  in  May  and  continuing  into  July.  During  average 
water  years,  the  lake  level  is  gradually  lowered  in  July  and  nay  drop 
2.9  m  (9.5  ft)  by  Labor  Day  in  order  to  accommodate  downstream  low-flow 
augmentation  objectives.  Although  no  formal  winter  conservation  pool 
level  is  regularly  maintained,  the  lake  may  be  lowered  as  much  as  12.2 
m  (40  ft)  by  December  to  provide  essential  flood  storage  capacity  during 
the  winter  and  spring. 

The  outlet  works  consist  of  8  sluices  through  the  dam,  6  at  invert  ele¬ 
vation  367.3  m  (1,205  ft)  and  2  at  invert  elevation  396.2  m  (1,300  ft) 
with  their  inlets  protected  by  trash  racks.  The  sluices  are  controlled 
by  1.75  x  3.0  m  (5'8"  x  lO'O")  slide  gates  which  are  operated  hydrauli¬ 
cally  from  within  the  dam.  The  upper  sluices  are  controlled  by  one 
gate  each  and  the  lower  sluices  are  controlled  by  one  service  and  one 
emergency  gate  each.  The  two  upper  sluices  are  used  primarily  during 
the  late  spring  and  summer  months  in  order  to  provide  the  highest  possi¬ 
ble  water  release  temperature  to  the  tallwater. 

A  400,000  kw  capacity  power  station  is  located  immediately  downstream 
from  the  south  abutment  of  the  dam.  The  power  station  is  operated 
jointly  by  the  Pennsylvania  Electric  Company  and  the  Cleveland  Electric  Illumi¬ 
nating  Company.  The  facility  houses  two  reversible  turbines  which  per¬ 
mits  pumping  water  from  Allegheny  Lake  during  weekends  and  at  night 
into  a  specially  constructed  40.7  ha  (100  ac)  storage  reservoir  located 
some  243.8  m  (800  ft)  above  the  power-house.  During  peak- load  periods. 


137  - 


T 


the  water  stored  In  the  upper  reservoir  is  released  through  the  rever¬ 
sible  units,  now  operating  as  turbines  and  generators,  to  produce  elec¬ 
tric  power.  After  passing  through  the  generators,  the  water  is  dis¬ 
charged  either  in  Allegheny  Lake  or  directly  in  the  Allegheny  River 
below  the  dam  in  accordance  with  downstream  river  flow  requirements  as 
determined  by  the  CE. 

Fish  and  wildlife  resource  related  aspects  of  the  Allegheny  Lake  project 
were  initially  described  in  an  August,  1958  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(FWS)  report.  Information  presented  in  this  detailed  FWS  report  was 
used  extensively  to  document  the  subsequently  issued  May  9,  1961  FWS 
final  letter  report  and  May  9,  1961  FWS  substantiating  report. 

As  delineated  by  the  FWS,  the  immediate  project  impact  area  comprised  a 
total  of  8,750  ha  (21,175  ac)  located  below  maximum  design  flood  pool 
elevation  416  m  (1,365  ft)  and  included  approximately  7,905  ha  (19,533 
ac)  of  land  and  665  ha  (1,642  ac)  of  water. 

Project  lands  were  almost  equally  divided  between  Pennsylvania  [  3,665 
ha  (9,055  ac)]  and  New  York  [4,240  ha  (10,478  ac)].  The  water  area 
within  the  project  impact  area  included  approximately  56  km  (35  ml)  of 
the  Allegheny  River  plus  37  km  (23  mi)  of  tributary  trout  streams  loca¬ 
ted  upstream  from  the  proposed  Kinzua  Dam  site.  Fishery  resources  were 
expected  to  be  affected  over  an  additional  105  km  (65  mi)  of  the  Alle¬ 
gheny  River  below  the  dam  as  a  result  of  alteration  of  stream  flow  and 
temperature  regimes  associated  with  project  operation. 


-  136 


Pre- impoundment  stream  fishery  and  terrestrial  wildlife  resources  in 
the  general  area  of  the  Allegheny  Lake  project  were  characterized  as 
significant  in  all  reports.  The  Allegheny  River,  in  particular,  sup¬ 
ported  an  excellent  recreational  fishery  for  smallmouth  bass  and  other 
highly  prized  warm  water  species.  The  project  area  was  described  as  one 
of  the  most  important  white-tailed  deer  producing  and  deer  hunting  areas 
in  both  Pennsylvania  and  New  York.  Black  bear,  wild  turkey,  ruffed 
grouse,  squirrel,  and  cottontail  rabbit  were  also  Important  components 
of  the  wildlife  resources  found  within  the  project  Impact  area.  Water- 
fowl,  woodcock  and  shore  birds  were  found  in  small  numbers  within  the 
project  area  primarily  as  migrants.  The  size  of  the  breeding  population 
was  low. 

Project  lands  in  Pennsylvania  transferred  by  the  CE  to  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service  (USFS)  were  consolidated  within  the  contiguous  Allegheny  National 
Forest  to  form  a  single  management  unit  designated  as  the  Allegheny  Re¬ 
servoir  Composite  which  currently  is  managed  by  the  USFS.  This  much 
larger  project  Impact  area  consists  of  a  total  of  34,274  ha  (84,691  ac) 
and  Includes  30,735  ha  (75,944  ac)  of  land  and  3,540  ha  (8,747  ac)  of 
water. 

Lands  suitable  for  wildlife  within  the  project  Impact  area  in  New  York 
are  situated  almost  entirely  within  the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation. 

The  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians  exercises  complete  autonomy  over  bunting, 

i 

* 


fishing  and  other  wildlife-oriented  activities  on  reservation  lands  and 


chat  portion  of  Allegheny  Lake  contiguous  to  the  reservation.  The 
project  iag>act  area  within  the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation  comprises 
some  2,298  ha  (5,678  ac). 

Management  of  wildlife  populations  and/or  wildlife  habitat  on  reserva¬ 
tion  lands  has  been  minimal  since  impoundment  of  Allegheny  Lake.  The 
primary  management  thrust  has  been  directed  to  improving  the  lake  access, 
boating  and  camping  facilities,  and  related  recreational  amenities. 
Special  licenses  must  be  obtained  from  the  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians  to 
hunt  or  fish  on  Allegany  Indian  Reservation  lands  and  waters.  Free  li¬ 
censes  are  available  to  reservation  residents  and  other  members  of  the 
Seneca  Nation  of  Indians.  Non-Indians  must  purchase  licenses  from  the 
Seneca  Nation  of  Indians  to  hunt  or  fish. 

Lands  providing  wildlife  habitat  within  the  immediate  project  impact 
area  remaining  after  impoundment  of  Allegheny  Lane  include  all  lands 
[3,672  ha  (9,073  ac)]  between  summer  lake  conservation  pool  elevation 
404.8  m  (1,328  ft)  and  the  top  of  the  maximum  flood  control  pool.  Ap¬ 
proximately  78  percent,  2,858  ha  (7,062  ac),  of  the  land  area  available 
for  wildlife  is  located  in  New  York  with  the  remainder,  814  ha  (2,011 
ac),  located  in  Pennsylvania.  All  but  560  ha  (1,327  ac)  of  project  land 
within  the  immediate  project  impact  area  in  New  York  is  located  within 
the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation.  Overall  losses  of  terrestrial  wildlife 
habitat  within  the  project  impact  area  amounted  to  4,233  ha  (10,460  ac), 
or  approximately  54  percent  of  the  total  project  impact  area.  Habitat 
losses  were  more  severe  in  Pennsylvania  sector  (78  percent)  than  in 
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New  York  (33  percent) 


The  authors  of  the  May  9,  1961  FVS  report  predicted  that  the  total  num¬ 
ber  of  hunter  nan -days  spent  on  the  project  Inpact  area  would  decline 
by  appraxinstely  46  percent  (frau  5,169  nan -days  without  the  project 
to  2,811  nan-days  with  the  project  In  place)  as aeuparsd  to  a  54  per¬ 
cent  overall  reduction  in  habitat.  The  nonetary  value  of  the  hunter 
nan-days  spent  within  the  project  Inpact  area  was  predicted  to  decline 
fron  $13,527  wlthout-the-project  to  $6,318  with -the -project  In  place. 
The  snot  severe  reduction  In  hunting  effort  within  the  inaedlate  pro¬ 
ject  lupact  area  was  predicted  to  occur  in  the  Pennsylvania  portion 
(fron  4,290  nan-days  per  year  without  the  project  to  2,037  nan-days  per 
year  with  the  project  in  place).  Hunting  nan-days  effort  for  white- 
tailed  deer  In  the  Pennsylvania  sector  of  the  lupact  area  was  expected 
to  experience  the  steepest  decline  (78  percent)  as cenpamd  to  24  per¬ 
cent  for  wild  turkey  and  46  percent  for  snail  gane. 

However,  the  FVS  predicted  that  the  additional  bunting  effort  expected 
fron  lap roved  hunter  access  planned  for  contiguous  areas  of  the  Alle¬ 
gheny  National  Forest  In  Pennsylvania,  would  fully  conpensate  the  loss 
of  hunter  nan-days  Incurred  In  the  Inaedlate  project  lupact  area.  An 
analysis  of  available  post-project  hunter  use  data  tended  to  verify 
this  FVS  prediction.  For  exanple,  the  nunber  of  hunting  licenses  sold 
In  the  two  counties  bordering  the  project  (McKean  and  Warren  counties) 
In  poet-project  years  averaged  soae  20  percent  higher  than  In  pre-pro- 


ject  years.  This  Increase  in  hunting  license  sale  was  accomplished  in 
spite  of  an  overall  human  population  decline  in  the  two  counties  during 
post -project  years. 

Further  indications  of  increased  post -impoundment  hunting  pressure  was 
indicated  by  the  82  percent  increase  in  total  white-tailed  deer  harvest 
(67  percent  for  antlered  deer)  recorded  by  the  Pennsylvania  Game  Commis¬ 
sion  (PGC)  during  post-project  years.  The  number  of  white-tailed  deer 
harvested  per  license  also  increased  by  some  48  percent  in  post-impound¬ 
ment  years,  suggesting  that  the  increase  noted  in  deer  harvest  might  be 
attributed  to  an  Increase  in  deer  density  and/or  Improved  hunter  access 
as  well  as  to  an  increase  in  overall  hunting  effort. 

Hunting  effort  in  New  York  was  predicted  to  decline  from  an  average  of 
879  hunter  man-days  per  year  without  the  project  to  774  man-days  per 
year  with  the  project  in  place.  This  prediction  was  not  supported  by 
post- impoundment  observations.  Based  on  the  number  of  hunting  licenses 
Issued  by  the  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians,  and  with  the  assumption  that 
each  license  holder  hunts  7.5  times  per  year,  estimated  post-project 
hunter  man-day  use  within  the  New  York  sector  of  the  project  impact 
area  was  substantially  higher  than  predicted  in  the  May  9,  1961  FWS 
final  report.  The  average  annual  post-project  hunting  effort  estimates 
of  3,000  hunter  man-days  per  year  (Including  1,350  man-days  per  year  by 
Indians  and  1,673  man-days  per  year  by  non-Indians)  was  almost  four 
times  greater  than  the  774  man-days  per  year  predicted  by  the  FWS. 
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Considering  only  non-Indians  hunting  participation,  post-project  hunting 
effort  was  nore  than  twice  as  great  as  predicted. 

In  fact,  the  estimated  post-projact  hunting  effort  expended  in  the  Hew 
York  sector  alone  (3,000  man-days/year)  was  greater  than  the  2,811  man- 
days/year  predicted  by  the  FWS  for  the  entire  project  Impact  area  In 
both  New  York  and  Pennsylvania. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  the  substantially  lower  hunting  effort  assessed  by 
the  FWS  for  the  New  York  segment  [amounting  to  only  0.2  man-days/ha 
(0.08/ac)  as  compared  to  1.2  man-days/ha  (0.47/ac)  for  the  Pennsylvania 
sector  of  the  project  impact  area],  reflected  the  questionable  ommisslon 
of  hunting  by  residents  of  the  Allegany  Indian  Reservation.  This  narrow 
FWS  interpretation  of  the  objectives  In  wildlife  planning  reports,  l.a. 
restriction  only  to  recreational  hunting  aspects  —  appears  to  be  com¬ 
pletely  inappropriate  for  satisfaction  of  fish  and  wildlife  resource 
planning  responsibilities  pertinent  to  water  resource  development  pro¬ 
jects. 

The  FWS  estimated  that  a  total  of  82  km  (51  sd.)  of  stream  habitat  above 
the  proposed  Kinzua  Dam  site  [including  45  km  (28  mi)  of  the  Allegheny 
River  and  37  km  (23  mi)  of  trout  streams]  would  be  eliminated  by  pro¬ 
ject  construction.  The  annual  recreational  fishery  supported  by  these 
stream  resources  amounted  to  some  19,800  man-days  valued  at  $51,900. 

An  additional  122,100  man-days  per  year,  valued  at  $366,300,  were  esti¬ 
mated  from  the  105  km  (65  ml)  stretch  of  the  Alleghany  River  below 


143  - 


Kinzua  Du  for  a  total  estimated  angling  pressure  within  the  project 
Impact  area  of  141,900  sun-days  per  year  valued  at  $418,100. 

With  the  project  in  place,  the  FVS  predicted  that  the  Allegheny  Lake 
fishery  would  provide  some  120,500  angler  man-days  per  year  over  the 
50-year  life  of  the  project  without  special  lake  access  development. 

With  extensive  lake  access  development,  the  FWS  predicted  that  the  post¬ 
project  lake  fishery  could  be  more  than  doubled  (from  120,500  to  300,000 
angler  man -days  per  year). 

If  (as  recounended  in  the  May  9,  1961  FWS  report)  the  temperature  of  the 
water  discharged  from  Allegheny  Lake  was  held  as  nearly  as  possible  to 
12.8  degrees  C.  (55  degrees  F.),  the  FWS  predicted  that  the  Allegheny 
River  tallwater  would  support  a  total  of  289,600  angling  man-days  valued 
at  $868,000.  This  level  of  angling  pressure  was  considerably  higher 
than  the  FWS  predictions  of  252,700  man-days  value  at  $758,100  with 
lake  discharge  temperatvre  held  around  15.5  degrees  C.  (60  degrees  F.), 
as  recommended  by  the  Pennsylvania  Fish  Commission,  and/or  195,000 
man-days  valued  at  $585,000  under  a  7.2  degrees  C.  (45  degrees  F)  dis¬ 
charge  temperature  regime. 

The  12.8  degrees  C.  (55  degrees  F.)  tallwater  discharge  temperature  re¬ 
gime  recounended  by  the  FWS  was  expected  to  provide  temperatures  suit¬ 
able  for  trout  over  the  first  72  km  (45  si)  of  the  105  km  (65  mi) 
stretch  of  the  Allegheny  River  tallwater  within  the  project  ijpact  area. 
The  remaining  32  km  (20  ml)  was  expected  to  rams in  as  excellent  small- 


mouth  bass  habitat.  All  105  km  (65  mi)  of  the  tailwater  would  be  con¬ 
verted  to  trout  habitat  under  a  7.2  degrees  C.  (45  degrees  F.)  tempera¬ 
ture  regime.  The  FWS  predicted  that  about  48  km  (30  mi)  of  the  upper 
Allegheny  River  tailwater  would  support  trout  with  the  remaining  56  km 
(35  mi)  suitable  for  smallmouth  bass  under  a  15.5  degrees  C.  (60  degrees 
F.)  discharge  regime. 

The  authors  of  the  May  9,  1961  FWS  report  completely  ignored  the  wishes 
of  the  PFC  regarding  the  type  of  tailwater  fishery  desired  in  the  Alle¬ 
gheny  River  below  the  Kinzua  Dam.  Instead  of  supporting  PFC  requests 
for  a  warmwater  tailwater  fishery,  much  of  the  body  of  the  May  9,  1961 
FWS  letter  report  and  appended  substantiating  report  dealt  with  measures 
designed  to  provide  for  and/or  justify  a  cold  water  (trout)  fishery  in 
the  tailwater.  The  FWS  report  recommended  that  the  temperature  of 
water  released  from  the  project  be  intermediate  between  surface  and  bot¬ 
tom  in  order  to  provide  cold  water  [12.8  degrees  C.  (55  degrees  F.)] 
suitable  for  trout.  The  FWS  report  reconmendation  for  construction  of 
a  National  Fish  Hatchery  in  conjunction  with  the  project  was  Intended 
primarily  to  provide  trout  for  stocking  the  tailwater.  Although  this 
hatchery  subsequently  was  constructed,  none  of  the  fish  raised  have  been 
stocked  in  the  tailwater.  In  fact,  fish  production  from  this  facility 
historically  has  been  earmarked  for  distribution  outside  the  project 
impact  area. 

However,  the  CE  subsequently  implemented  post-project  water  discharge 
regimes  designed  to  duplicate  natural  pre-project  river  temperatures 
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downstream  In-so-far  as  possible  in  conformity  with  the  request  of  the 
PFC  for  maintenance  of  a  warmwater  fishery  In  the  Allegheny  River  below 
the  project. 

Post-impoundment  partial  creel  survey  estimates  and  investigation  con¬ 
ducted  by  the  PFC  and  FWS  indicate  that  water  quality,  fish  population 
and  fishing  pressure  in  the  Allegheny  River  tallwater  have  not  been  ad¬ 
versely  affected  by  project  construction.  In  fact,  evidence  of  small- 
mouth  bass  reproduction  has  been  obtained  throughout  the  tallwater. 
Trophy  size  brown  trout,  muskellunge  and  walleye  are  commonly  creeled 
in  the  11  km  (7  mi)  stretch  of  the  tallwater  immediately  below  Klnzua 
Dam.  The  seasonal  increase  in  late  spring  and  early  summer  water  tem¬ 
peratures  have  been  delayed  somewhat  over  pre-project  conditions,  and 
the  decline  in  fall  and  early  winter  stream  temperatures  has  been  de¬ 
layed  in  the  immediate  tallwater  section.  However,  project  effects  on 
Allegheny  River  temperature  are  negligible  below  Irving,  Pennsylvania, 
located  approximately  25  km  (16  mi)  below  the  dam. 

FWS  predictions  of  post-project  angler  man-day  use  of  Allegheny  Lake 
haVe  proven  to  be  overly  optimistic.  The  May  9,  1961  FWS  final  report 
predicted  that  the  lake  would  provide  a  minimum  of  120,500  man-days  of 
angling  per  year  if  no  access  facilities  were  provided  at  the  project, 
and  some  300,000  man-days  per  year  if  special  access  facilities  were 
constructed.  In  fact,  however,  the  lakewide  creel  survey  conducted  by 
PSU  from  April  1,  1979  through  March  30,  1980,  indicated  that  Allegheny 
Lake  supported  less  than  20,000  man-days  of  angling  per  year,  or  some 


83  percent  under  the  minimum  FWS  report  prediction  and/or  some  93  per¬ 
cent  under  the  maximum  FWS  report  prediction. 


Information  la  available  which  suggests  that  the  1979-80  fishing  season 
was  atypical  because  of  critical  gasoline  shortages  and  an  unusually 
cold  and  wet  summer  which  Inhibited  fishing  participation  during  the 
year.  However,  even  with  acceptance  of  the  highly  unlikely  assumption 
that  fishing  pressure  in  the  1979-80  season  was  only  half  of  normal, 
the  May  9,  1961  FWS  prediction  of  annual  angler  man-day  use  (300,000 
man-days)  appears  to  be  grossly  exaggerated. 

The  authors  of  the  FWS  report  should  have  considered  a  much  smaller  and 
more  realistic  area  of  project  influence  --  say  40  to  120  km  (25  to  75 
mi)  driving  distance  --  as  representing  the  principal  source  of  poten¬ 
tial  anglers  that  could  be  reasonably  expected  to  frequent  the  project. 
In  addition,  it  appeared  that  the  overly  optimistic  FWS  angling  man- 
4ay  use  prediction  may  have  been  further  aggravated  by  the  failure  to 
properly  assess  the  potential  level  of  productivity  of  Allegheny  Lake 
in  relation  to  the  amount,  proximity  and  productivity  of  other  waters. 
(Lake  Brie,  hundreds  of  kilometers  (miles)  of  trout  streams,  etc.)  loca¬ 
ted  within  the  area  of  project  influence. 
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